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A “LABOUR CONGRESS” 


The newspaper Tovarishch! publishes a note saying that 
Comrade Axelrod is campaigning for a “labour congress”. 
We, too, have information that the Mensheviks? are in fact 
conducting such a campaign. We think that open discussion 
of such questions is a Party duty. Or is a campaign for an 
open labour congress conducted by the most prominent Men- 
sheviks to be concealed from the Party? If Axelrod has no 
opportunity of setting out his views in print, we can offer 

him the columns of our newspaper. 


Proletary No. 1, Vol. 11 
August 21, 1906 


NOTES ON SOTSIAL-DEMOKRAT No. 1° 
(Excerpt) 


Comrade Axelrod makes an angry reply in Sotsial-Demo- 
krat to our note in Proletary* No. 1.* One and a half columns 
of small print are devoted to expressions of bewilderment, 
exclamations, assurances and reproaches addressed to us 
because we described his agitation for a labour congress as 
“concealed” from the Party. Axelrod is quite unable to under- 
stand what this means. And at the same time he says himself: 
“In the near future I shall utilise it (the opportunity that I 
have) to bring the question of a labour congress into the arena 
of political discussion” (our italics). Well, that should have 
been done long ago! You should have begun by “bringing the 
question into the arena of political discussion’, and not into 
that of circle whispering. Then your agitation would have been 
correct from a Party point of view, frank and worthy of the 
revolutionary class. Then the bourgeois press would not have 
been able to cause confusion among Social-Democrats and 
lower their prestige by publishing sensational reports of this 
circle whispering and giving rise to thousands of misconcep- 
tions. It is highly regrettable that even now, in his belated and 
extremely prolix “letter to the editors’, Axelrod evades the 
essence of the question, saying not a word about what con- 
gress he is proposing, and when, on what basis, who is to 
convene it and what precisely is its purpose. Axelrod passes 
over all this with phrases like the following: the work of pre- 
paring for the congress will have an invigorating effect on 
Social-Democracy “to the extent that this work is imbued 
with really Social-Democratic content, i.e., to the extent that 
circle interests and factional considerations are replaced by 


* See p. 5 of this volume.—Ed. 
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socio-political problems and tasks that are most immediately 
connected with the vital interests of the working class”. 

For pity’s sake, comrade! This is indeed sheer emptiness 
clothed in high-sounding words. The preparation for the con- 
gress will invigorate Social-Democracy to the extent that it 
will be really Social-Democratic! How new and how wise! 
“Factional considerations” must be replaced by socio-politi- 
cal problems and tasks—but it is just different conceptions of 
these problems and tasks that have divided the Party into 
factions! It is a real cock-and-bull story. 

And at Axelrod’s side Plekhanov utters gross and banal 
insinuations about the motives of the struggle for a Party 
congress and equally gross eulogies of Axelrod’s “happy 
idea” of convening a labour congress ‘‘as soon as possible’. 
Yes, yes.... What indeed could be a happier idea than 
that real Social-Democratic work will invigorate Social- 
Democracy? 


Written at the beginning Vol. 11 
of October 1906 


First published in 1931 
in Lenin Miscellany XVI 


PHILISTINISM IN REVOLUTIONARY CIRCLES 
(Excerpt) 


Take the labour congress. Recently (October 6) the Cadet® 
newspaper Tovarishch at last blurted out the secret of this 
congress. According to the report of this newspaper, the 
following is what was said by “one of the veteran Social- 
Democratic leaders, who raised the question of a labour 
congress”, in a lecture delivered by him a few days ago: 
“They [the members of the “labour congress’]* can adopt 
the entire programme of Social-Democracy with, perhaps, a 
few alterations, and then the Party will emerge from its un- 
derground existence.” The position is quite clear. The vete- 
ran leaders are ashamed to say openly that they want the 
programme of the Party changed so that it can go over to 
a legal position. Well, suppose we say: get rid of the repub- 
lic, the constituent assembly and mention of the socialist 
dictatorship of the proletariat, add that the Party wages a 
struggle only by legal means (as was said in the programme 
of the German Social-Democrats prior to the Anti-Socialist 
Law®), etc. “Then the Party will emerge from its underground 
existence’-so the “veteran leaders’’ imagine-then the pas- 
sage will be accomplished from “conservative” illegality, revo- 
lutionism and underground existence to “progressive” con- 
stitutional legality. Such is the bashfully concealed essence 
of the labour congress. A labour congress is the chloroform 
which the veteran leaders prescribe for the ‘conservative’ 
Social-Democrats, in order to be able to perform on them the 
painless operation carried out by the Peshekhonovs on the 
Socialist-Revolutionary Party.’ The only difference is that the 


* Here and elsewhere in this volume interpolations in square 
brackets within quoted passages have been introduced by Lenin.-Ed. 
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Peshekhonovs are practical businessmen and know where 
they are going, whereas it would be unjust to say that of our 
veteran leaders. They do not understand that in the present 
political situation a labour congress is just idle talk; when 
this situation changes in the direction of a revolutionary 
upswing, a labour congress will by no means bring with it 
the triumph of philistinely tranquil legality, if at that time 
the expansion of the revolutionary Social-Democratic Party 
will not have made a labour congress superfluous; and if the 
present situation changes in the direction of a complete and 
lasting victory of reaction, a labour congress will then be 
able to cut down the Social-Democratic programme to an 
extent that will horrify even Axelrod. 

That the Cadet press gives its utmost support to the idea 
of a labour congress is quite understandable for it has a 
flair for seizing on the philistine and opportunist tendencies 
of this scheme. It is not for nothing that Mr. Portugalov—a 
Cadet who considers himself a non-party socialist—is delighted 
by the “wise position” of Axelrod, seizes on his contemptu- 
ous words about the Party as a “‘circle organisation” (a “cir- 
cle” with 100,000-150,000 members; i.e., on the European 
scale, with one to one and a half million votes at elections!) 
and asks with an air of importance: “Is the class for the 
party or the party for the class?’ Let us answer this wise 
question by another addressed to the bourgeois writers: 
Is the head for the stomach or the stomach for the head? 


Proletary No. 6, Vol. 11 
October 29, 1906 


DRAFT RESOLUTION FOR THE FIFTH CONGRESS 
OF THE R.S.D.L.P.2 


NON-PARTY WORKERS’ ORGANISATIONS 
AND THE ANARCHO-SYNDICALIST TREND AMONG 
THE PROLETARIAT 


Whereas: 

(1) in connection with Comrade Axelrod’s agitation for a 
non-Party labour congress, a trend (represented by Larin, 
Shcheglo, El, Ivanovsky, Mirov and the Odessa publication 
Osvobozhdeniye Truda*) has appeared in the ranks of the 
R.S.D.L.P., the aim of which is to destroy the Social- 
Democratic Labour Party and to set up in its place a non-Party 
political organisation of the proletariat; 

(2) besides this, outside of and actually against the Party, 
anarcho-syndicalist agitation is being carried on among the 
proletariat, using this same slogan of a non-Party labour 
congress and non-Party organisations (Soyuznoye Dyelo' and 
its group in Moscow, the anarchist press in Odessa, etc.); 

(3) notwithstanding the resolution passed by the Novem- 
ber All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.,!4 a series of 
disruptive actions has been observed in our Party, with the 
object of setting up non-Party organisations; 

(4) on the other hand, the R.S.D.L.P. has never renounced 
its intention of utilising certain non-Party organisations, such 
as the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, in periods of more or 
less intense revolutionary upheaval, to extend Social-Demo- 
cratic influence among the working class and to strengthen 
the Social-Democratic labour movement (see the September 
resolutions of the St. Petersburg Committee and the Moscow 
Committee on the labour congress,!2 in Proletary, Nos. 3 
and 4); 

(5) the incipient revival creates the opportunity to 
organise or utilise non-Party representative working-class 
institutions, such as Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, Soviets of 
Workers’ Delegates, etc., for the purpose of developing the 
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Social-Democratic movement; at the same time the Social- 
Democratic Party organisations must bear in mind that if 
Social-Democratic activities among the proletarian masses are 
properly, effectively and widely organised, such institutions 
may actually become superfluous; 

this Conference declares: 

(1) that a most determined ideological struggle must be 
waged against the anarcho-syndicalist movement among the 
proletariat and against Axelrod’s and Larin’s ideas in the 
Social-Democratic Party; 

(2) that a most determined struggle must be waged against 
all disruptive and demagogic attempts to weaken the 
R.S.D.L.P. from within or to utilise it for the purpose of sub- 
stituting non-Party political, proletarian organisations for the 
Social-Democratic Party; 

(3) that Social-Democratic Party organisations may, in case 
of necessity, participate in inter-Party Soviets of Workers’ 
Delegates, Soviets of Workers’ Deputies and in congresses 
of representatives of these organisations, and may organise 
such institutions, provided this is done on strict Party lines 
for the purpose of developing and strengthening the Social- 
Democratic Labour Party; 

(4) that for the purpose of extending and strengthening 
the influence of the Social-Democratic Party among the broad 
masses of the proletariat, it is essential, on the one hand, to 
increase efforts to organise trade unions and conduct Social- 
Democratic propaganda and agitation within them, and, on 
the other hand, to draw still larger sections of the working 
class into the activities of all types of Party organisations. 


Proletary No. 14, Vol. 12 
March 4, 1907 


‘ ANGRY EMBARRASSMENT 


THE QUESTION OF THE LABOUR CONGRESS 
(Excerpt) 


How is this ‘labour congress” tendency in our Party to be 
explained? Here we can only briefly mention three reasons 
that are, in our opinion, fundamental: (1) intellectualist- 
philistine weariness with the revolution; (2) a peculiarity of 
Russian Social-Democratic opportunism that is developing 
historically towards subordinating the “purely working-class” 
movement to the influence of the bourgeoisie; (3) the 
undigested traditions of the October revolution in Russia. 

Re Point One. Some of the labour congress champions re- 
veal weariness with the revolution and a desire, at all costs, 
to legalise the Party and discard anything like a republic, 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, and so on. A legal labour 
congress is a convenient means of attaining this. Hence (and 
also to some extent for the second reason) the sympathy of 
the Popular Socialists,’ the Bez Zaglaviya Bernsteinians!* 
(from Tovarishch, etc.) and the Cadets for such a congress. 

Re Point Two. Take the first historical form adopted by 
Russian Social-Democratic opportunism. The beginning of a 
mass working-class movement (the second half of the nine- 
ties of the last century) gave rise to this opportunism in the 
shape of Economism and Struve-ism. At that time, Plekha- 
nov and Axelrod and all the old Iskra‘® supporters explained 
the connection between them time and again. The famous 
Credo” by Prokopovich and Kuskova (1899-1900) expressed 
this connection very clearly—let the intelligentsia and the 
liberals conduct the political struggle, and the workers the 
economic struggle. The political working-class party is an 
invention of the revolutionary intellectual. 

In this classic Credo there is a clear expression of the 
historical, class meaning of the intellectualist infatuation 
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with a “purely working-class’ movement. Its meaning is the 
subordination of the working class (for the sake of ‘‘purely 
working-class” tasks) to bourgeois politics and bourgeois 
ideology. This “infatuation’’ of the intellectuals expressed 
the capitalist tendency to subordinate immature workers to 
the liberals. 

Today, at a higher stage of development, we see the 
same thing again. Blocs with the Cadets, in general, the 
policy of supporting the Cadets, and a non-Party labour 
congress are two sides of the same medal, connected in the 
same way as liberalism and the purely working-class move- 
ment are connected in the Credo. In effect, the non-Party 
labour congress expresses the same capitalist tendency to 
weaken the class independence of the proletariat and 
subordinate that class to the bourgeoisie. This tendency is 
clearly displayed in the plans to replace Social-Democracy 
with a non-Party workers’ organisation, or to subordinate 
it to the latter. 

Hence the sympathy of the Popular Socialists, the Bez 
Zaglaviya group, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and others for 
the idea of a ‘labour congress”. 

Re Point Three. The Russian bourgeois revolution has 
created a specific type of mass organisation of the proletariat 
that does not resemble the usual European organisations 
(trade unions or Social-Democratic parties). These organisa- 
tions are the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies. 

By schematically developing similar institutions into a 
system (as Trotsky has done) or sympathising in general 
with the revolutionary enthusiasm of the proletariat and 
being infatuated with the “fashionable” phrase ‘“‘revolution- 
ary syndicalism’’ (as some Moscow supporters of the 
labour congress are), it is easy to approach the idea of 
a labour congress in the revolutionary and not in the 
opportunist way. 

That, however, is an uncritical attitude to great and glo- 
rious revolutionary traditions. 

The Soviets of Workers’ Deputies and similar institutions 
were actually organs of the insurrection. Their strength and 
their success depended entirely on the strength and success 
of the insurrection. Only when the insurrection developed 
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was their inception no mere bagatelle, but a great exploit 
of the proletariat. In the event of the new upsurge of the 
struggle, in the event of its transition to that phase, such 
institutions, of course, are inevitable and desirable. But 
their historical development must not consist in a schematic 
development of local Soviets of Workers’ Deputies up to an 
all-Russia labour congress, but in the conversion of em- 
bryonic organs of revolutionary power (for the Soviets of 
Workers’ Deputies were such) into central organs of victo- 
rious revolutionary power, into a revolutionary provisional 
government. Soviets of Workers’ Deputies and their unifica- 
tion are essential for the victory of the insurrection. A 
victorious insurrection will inevitably create other kinds of 
organs. 


Russian Social-Democracy, of course, should not forswear 
participation in a labour congress, because the revolution 
is developing in a highly zigzag fashion and may produce 
the most varied and unusual situations. It is, however, one 
thing to study attentively the conditions of the revolution 
as it ebbs and flows and to attempt to use those conditions, 
and quite another to engage in confused or anti-Social- 
Democratic project-mongering. 


Written in April 1907 Vol. 12 


Published in 1907 

in the collection 
Questions of Tactics, 
second issue, 

Novaya Duma Publishers, 
St. Petersburg 


MATERIALS OF THE FIFTH (ALL-RUSSIA) 
CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.% 
(Excerpts) 


I 


DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE PRESENT MOMENT 
AND THE TASKS OF THE PARTY 


The present political situation is characterised by the fol- 
lowing features: 

(a) The old feudal autocracy is evolving towards a bour- 
geois monarchy which covers up absolutism by sham 
constitutional forms. The alliance of tsarism with the Black- 
Hundred! landlords and the top commercial and industrial 
bourgeoisie has been openly solidified and recognised by the 
coup d'état of June 370 and the establishment of the Third 
Duma. Having of necessity finally taken the path of the 
capitalist development of Russia, and striving to keep to a 
path which would preserve the power and the revenues of 
the feudalist landlords, the autocracy is manoeuvring between 
that class and the representatives of capital. Their petty 
disputes are made use of for the maintenance of absolutism, 
which together with these classes is carrying on a furious 
counter-revolutionary struggle against the socialist proletariat 
and the democratic peasantry, who displayed their strength 
in the recent mass struggle. 

(b) The agrarian policy of present-day tsarism is distin- 
guished by the same bourgeois-Bonapartist character. Tsar- 
ism has lost all faith in the naive devotion of the peasant 
masses to the monarchy. It seeks an alliance with the rich 
peasants, to whom it has given a free hand to plunder the 
countryside. The autocracy is making frantic efforts to break 
up all communal allotment landowning as speedily as pos- 
sible, and to consolidate purely private landowning. Such a 
policy makes all the contradictions of capitalism in the 
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countryside a hundred times more acute, and hastens the 
division of the countryside into an insignificant minority of 
reactionaries and a revolutionary mass of proletarians and 
semi-proletarians. 

(c) The liberal bourgeoisie headed by the Cadet Party, 
having taken the counter-revolutionary path at the very first 
mass actions in the revolution, continues to pursue that path, 
coming still closer to the Octobrists,2! and by its tsarist 
nationalist agitation—which expresses the growth of self- 
consciousness of the bourgeoisie as a class—is in fact doing a 
service to absolutism and the feudal-minded landlords. ~ 

(d) The peasant masses, as even their restricted and dis- 
torted representation in the Third Duma shows, continue-in 
spite of all the persecutions of the democratic element in the 
countryside-to remain, all their wavering notwithstanding, 
on the side of a revolutionary-democratic agrarian upheaval 
which, by completely abolishing landlordism, would thereby 
ensure the most rapid, large-scale and free development of 
productive forces in a capitalist Russia. The law of No- 
vember 922 only hastens the division of the peasant masses 
into irreconcilably hostile and politically-conscious forces. 

(e) The proletariat has sustained, and continues to sustain, 
the heaviest blows of all, both from the autocracy and from 
the rapidly uniting and aggressive capitalists. In spite of 
this, the proletariat in comparison with other classes pre- 
serves the greatest unity and the greatest loyalty to its class 
party, with which it was fused by the revolution. The proletar- 
iat is continuing the struggle for its class interests and 
deepening its socialist class-consciousness, remaining the only 
class capable of giving consistent leadership to a new 
revolutionary struggle. 

(f) On the whole it is beyond doubt that the objective 
problems of a bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia 
remain unsolved. The continuing economic crisis, unemploy- 
ment and famines prove that the latest policy of the autocracy 
cannot provide the conditions for the capitalist development 
of Russia. This policy inevitably leads to the deepening of 
the conflict between the democratic masses and the master 
classes, the growth of discontent among new sections of the 
population, the sharpening and deepening of the political 
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struggle between the different classes. In such an economic 
and political situation a new revolutionary crisis is inevitably 
coming to a head. 

(g) The general sharpening of struggle on the world mar- 
ket due mainly to the changes in the industrial situation of 
Western Europe in the direction of a crisis, which has in 
1908 taken the form of a depression, and due to the revo- 
lutionary movements in the East which herald the formation 
of national capitalist states, is intensifying competition, lead- 
ing to more frequent international conflicts, thereby sharpen- 
ing the class contradiction between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat, and making the general international situation 
more and more revolutionary. 

Considering this state of affairs, the All-Russia Confer- 
ence of the R.S.D.L.P. recognises that the principal tasks of 
the Party at the present time are: 

(1) To explain to the mass of the people the meaning and 
importance of the latest policy of the autocracy and the 
role of the socialist proletariat which, pursuing a _ class 
policy of its own, must give leadership to the democratic 
peasantry in the present political situation and in the coming 
revolutionary struggle. 

(2) To thoroughly study and widely popularise the experi- 
ence of mass struggle in 1905-07, which has provided indis- 
pensable lessons in revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics. 

(3) To strengthen the R.S.D.L.P. in the form it was built 
up during the revolutionary epoch; to maintain the traditions 
of its unfaltering struggle, both against the autocracy and 
reactionary classes and against bourgeois liberalism; to strug- 
gle against deviations from revolutionary Marxism and 
against attempts, revealed among certain elements of the 
Party who had fallen under the influence of disintegration, 
to whittle down the slogans of the R.S.D.L.P. and to liquidate 
the illegal organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. 

At the same time it should be borne in mind that only by 
promoting the transfer of Party functions to Social-Demo- 
cratic workers themselves~a process which is already de- 
finitely materialising—-and only by setting up and consolidat- 
ing illegal Party organisations can the Party emerge on the 
right path of development. 

2-846 
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(4) To assist in every way possible the economic struggle 
of the working class, in accordance with the resolutions of 
the London and Stuttgart Congresses.23 

(5) To use the Duma and the Duma rostrum for revolu- 
tionary Social-Democratic propaganda and agitation. 

(6) First among immediate tasks comes prolonged effort 
to train up, organise and unite the class-conscious masses 
of the proletariat. Then, subordinated to this task, the work 
of organisation should be extended to the peasantry and the 
army, particularly in the form of printed propaganda and 
agitation—principal attention being given to the socialist 
education of the proletarian and semi-proletarian elements 
among the peasantry and in the army. 


Moved on December 23, 1908 Vol. 15 
(January 5, 1909) 


First published in 1929 
in the Second-Third Editions 
of Lenin’s Works, Vol. XIV 
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I 


DIRECTIVES FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON QUESTIONS OF ORGANISATION“ 


Whereas the draft resolutions submitted, and the debates 
on the question of organisation, have clearly revealed two 
basic tendencies in the R.S.D.L.P. on the question of the main 
direction in which the present organisational policy in 
general is to move, 

the Conference instructs the Committee to base its work 
on the principles of that tendency which recognises that, for 
work among the masses~which remains as before the fun- 
damental task of Social-Democracy-attention must be 
focussed on building up and strengthening the illegal Party 
organisation; and that only under the unfaltering influence 
of this organisation can all work among the masses, all 
control of the Duma group, all the activity of the Party 
around the Duma group, all use of legal and semi-legal 
organisations, be properly arranged, without any debasing 
of the class aims of Social-Democracy. 


Moved on December 24, 1908 Vol. 15 
(January 6, 1909) 


Published in 1909 
in the Report of the Central 
Committee of the Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party 
on the Recent General Party 
Conference, Paris 
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ON THE ROAD 


A year of disintegration, a year of ideological and political 
disunity, a year of Party driftage lies behind us. The mem- 
bership of all our Party organisations has dropped. Some of 
them-namely, those whose membership was least proletar- 
ian—have fallen to pieces. The Party’s semi-legal institutions 
created by the revolution have been broken up time after 
time. Things reached a point when some elements within the 
Party, under the impact of the general break-up, began to 
ask whether it was necessary to preserve the old Social-Demo- 
cratic Party, whether it was necessary to continue its work, 
whether it was necessary to go “underground” once more, 
and how this was to be done. And the extreme Right (the 
liquidationist trend, so called) answered this question in the 
sense that it was necessary to legalise ourselves at all costs, 
even at the price of an open renunciation of the Party pro- 
gramme, tactics and organisation. This was undoubtedly an 
ideological and political crisis as well as an organisational 
one. 

The recent All-Russia Conference of the Russian Social- 
Democratic Labour Party has led the Party out on to the 
road, and evidently marks a turning-point in the development 
of the Russian working-class movement after the victory of 
the counter-revolution. The decisions of the conference, pub- 
lished in a special Report issued by the Central Committee 
of our Party, have been confirmed by the Central Committee, 
and therefore, pending the next Congress, stand as the deci- 
sions of the whole Party. These decisions give a very definite 
answer to the question of the causes and the significance of 
the crisis, as well as the means of overcoming it. By working 
in the spirit of the conference resolutions, by striving to 
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make all Party workers realise clearly and fully the present 
tasks of the Party, our organisations will be able to strengthen 
and consolidate their forces for united and effective revo- 
lutionary Social-Democratic work. 

The main cause of the Party crisis is indicated in the 
preamble of the resolution on organisation. This main cause 
is the wavering intellectual and petty-bourgeois elements, of 
which the workers’ party had to rid itself; elements who 
joined the working-class movement mainly in the hope of 
an early triumph of the bourgeois-democratic revolution and 
could not stand up to a period of reaction. Their instability 
was revealed both in theory (“retreat from revolutionary 
Marxism”: the resolution on the present situation) and in 
tactics (the “whittling down of slogans’), as well as in Party 
organisation. The class-conscious workers repelled this in- 
stability, came out resolutely against the liquidators, began 
to take the management and guidance of the Party organisa- 
tions into their own hands. If this hard core of our Party 
was unable at the outset to overcome the elements of disunity 
and crisis, this was not only because the task was a great 
and difficult one amidst the triumph of the counter-revolution, 
but also because a certain indifference towards the Party 
showed itself among those workers who, although revolution- 
ary-minded, were not sufficiently socialist-minded. It is pre- 
cisely to the class-conscious workers of Russia that the 
decisions of the conference are addressed in the first place- 
as the crystallised opinion of Social-Democracy concerning 
the means of combating disunity and vacillation. 

A Marxist analysis of present-day class relations and of 
the new policy of tsarism; an indication of the immediate 
aim of the struggle which our Party continues as before to 
set itself; an appreciation of the lessons of the revolution 
as regards the correctness of the revolutionary Social-Demo- 
crats’ tactics; elucidation of the causes of the Party crisis; 
pointing out the role in combating it of the proletarian ele- 
ments of the Party; solution of the problem of relations 
between the illegal and legal organisations; recognition of 
the necessity of utilising the Duma tribune and drawing up 
precise instructions for the guidance of our Duma group, 
linked with direct criticism of its mistakes-such was the 
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principal content of the decisions of the conference, which 
provide a complete answer to the question of the party of 
the working class choosing a definite path in the present 
difficult period. Let us examine this answer more carefully. 

The interrelation of classes in their political groupings 
remains the same as that which prevailed during the past 
period of direct revolutionary struggle of the masses. The 
overwhelming majority of the peasants cannot but strive for 
an agrarian revolution which would destroy semi-feudal 
landownership, and which cannot be achieved without the 
overthrow of tsarism. The triumph of reaction has borne 
down heavily on the democratic elements of the peasantry, 
which is incapable of forming a solid organisation; but de- 
spite all oppression, despite the Black-Hundred Duma, despite 
the extreme instability of the Trudoviks, the revolutionary 
mood of the peasant masses is clearly evidenced even by the 
debates in the Third Duma. The fundamental position of the 
proletariat in regard to the tasks of the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution in Russia remains unaltered: to guide the demo- 
cratic peasantry and to wrest it from the influence of the 
liberal bourgeoisie, the Cadet Party-which continues to draw 
closer and closer to the Octobrists notwithstanding petty 
private squabbles, and which recently has been striving to 
establish national-liberalism and to support tsarism and 
reaction by chauvinist agitation. The struggle goes on as 
before-says the resolution—for the complete abolition of the 
monarchy and the conquest of political power by the pro- 
letariat and the revolutionary peasantry. 

The autocracy, as hitherto, is the principal enemy of the 
proletariat and of all democratic trends. It would be a mis- 
take, however, to imagine that it remains unchanged. The 
Stolypin “Constitution” and Stolypin’s agrarian policy mark 
a new stage in the breakdown of the old, semi-patriarchal, 
semi-feudal tsarism, a new step towards its transformation 
into a bourgeois monarchy. The delegates from the Caucasus, 
who wished either to delete such a characterisation of the 
present situation altogether, or to substitute ‘‘plutocratic’”’ 
for “bourgeois”, were wrong. The autocracy has long been 
plutocratic; but it is only after the first stage of the revo- 
lution, under the impact of its blows, that the autocracy is 
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becoming bourgeois, both in its agrarian policy and its direct, 
nationally-organised alliance with certain strata of the bour- 
geoisie. The autocracy has been nursing the bourgeoisie for 
a long time now; the bourgeoisie, by means of the ruble, 
has long been winning its way to “the top”, securing in- 
fluence on legislation and administration, and a place beside 
the noble aristocracy. But the peculiar feature of the present 
situation is that the autocracy has been forced to set up a 
representative assembly for certain strata of the bourgeoisie; 
to balance between them and the feudalist landlords, to form 
an alliance of these sections in the Duma; it has been forced 
to abandon all the hopes it had placed in the patriarchalism 
of the muzhik, and to seek support against the rural masses 
among the rich peasants, who are ruining the village 
commune. 

The autocracy cloaks itself with pseudo-constitutional insti- 
tutions, but at the same time its class essence is being ex- 
posed as never before, owing to the alliance concluded by 
the tsar with the Purishkeviches and the Guchkovs, and with 
no one else. The autocracy is attempting to take upon itself 
the fulfilment of those tasks of the bourgeois revolution which 
are objectively necessary-the setting-up of a representative 
assembly of the people which would really manage the 
affairs of bourgeois society, and the purging of the coun- 
tryside of medieval, entangled and antiquated agrarian rela- 
tions. But the practical results of these new steps taken by 
the autocracy are, so far, exactly nil, and this only shows 
more clearly than ever that other forces and other means 
are necessary for the fulfilment of the historical task. In the 
minds of millions of people inexperienced in politics, the 
autocracy was hitherto contrasted with popular representa- 
tion in general; now the struggle is narrowing its aims, and 
is more concretely defining its task as the struggle for power 
in the state, which determines the character and significance 
of representation itself. That is why the Third Duma marks 
a special stage in the breakdown of the old tsarism, in the 
intensification of its adventurist character, in the deepening 
of the old revolutionary aims, in the widening of the field 
of struggle (and of the numbers taking part in the struggle) 
for these aims. 
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We must get over this stage. The present new conditions 
require new forms of struggle. The use of the Duma tribune 
is an absolute necessity. A prolonged effort to educate and 
organise the masses of the proletariat becomes particularly 
important. The combination of illegal and legal organisation 
raises special problems before the Party. The popularisation 
and clarification of the experience of the revolution, which 
the liberals and liquidationist intellectuals are seeking to 
discredit, are necessary both for theoretical and practical 
purposes. But the tactical line of the Party-which must be 
able to take the new conditions into account in its methods 
and means of struggle~remains unchanged. The correctness 
of revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics, states one of the 
resolutions of the conference, is confirmed by the experience 
of the mass struggle in 1905-07. The defeat of the revolution 
resulting from this first campaign revealed, not that the 
tasks were wrong, not that the immediate aims were “‘uto- 
pian”, not that the methods and means were mistaken, but 
that the forces were insufficiently prepared, that the revo- 
lutionary crisis was insufficiently wide and deep—and Stoly- 
pin and Co. are working to widen and deepen it with most 
praiseworthy zeal! Let the liberals and terrified intellectuals 
lose heart after the first genuinely mass battle for freedom, 
let them repeat like cowards: don’t go where you have been 
beaten before, don’t tread that fatal path again. The class- 
conscious proletariat will answer.them: the great wars in 
history, the great problems of revolutions, were solved only 
by the advanced classes returning to the attack again and 
again—and they achieved victory after having learned the 
lessons of defeat. Defeated armies learn well. The revolution- 
ary classes of Russia have been defeated in their first cam- 
paign, but the revolutionary situation remains. In new forms 
and by other ways, sometimes much more slowly than we 
would wish, the revolutionary crisis is approaching, coming 
to a head again. We must carry on with the lengthy work of 
preparing larger masses for that crisis; this preparation must 
be more serious, taking account of higher and more concrete 
tasks; and the more successfully we do this work, the more 
certain will be our victory in the new struggle. The Russian 
proletariat can be proud of the fact that in 1905, under its 
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leadership, a nation of slaves for the first time became a 
million-strong host, an army of the revolution, striking at 
tsarism. And now the same proletariat will know how to do 
persistently, staunchly and patiently the work of educating 
and training the new cadres of a still mightier revolutionary 
force. 

As we have said, utilisation of the Duma tribune is an 
essential element of this work of education and training. The 
conference resolution on the Duma group indicates to our 
Party that road which comes nearest—if we are to seek in- 
stances in history—to the experience of German Social-Demo- 
cracy at the time of the Anti-Socialist Law. The illegal Party 
must know how to use, it must learn how to use, the legal 
Duma group; it must train up the latter into a Party organ- 
isation equal to its tasks. The most mistaken tactics, the 
most regrettable deviation from consistent proletarian work, 
dictated by the conditions of the present period, would be 
to raise the question of recalling the group from the Duma 
(there were two “otzovists’25 at the conference, but they did 
not raise the question openly), or to refrain from directly 
and openly criticising its mistakes and from enumerating 
them in the resolution (as some delegates insisted at the 
conference). The resolution fully recognises that the group 
has committed mistakes for which it was not alone to blame, 
and which were quite similar to the inevitable mistakes of 
all our Party organisations. But there are other mistakes— 
departures from the political line of the Party. Since these 
departures occurred, since they were made by an organisa- 
tion openly acting in the name of the whole Party, the Party 
was bound to declare clearly and definitely that these were 
deviations. In the history of West-European socialist parties 
there have been a number of instances of abnormal relations 
between the parliamentary groups and the Party; to this day 
these relations are quite often abnormal in the Latin coun- 
tries, where the groups do not display sufficient Party spirit. 
We must from the very outset organise Social-Democratic 
parliamentarism in Russia on a different basis; we must at 
once establish team-work in this field-so that every Social- 
Democratic deputy may really feel that he has the Party 
behind him, that the Party is deeply concerned over his 
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mistakes and tries to straighten out his path-so that every 
Party worker may take part in the general Duma work of 
the Party, learning from the practical Marxist criticism of 
its steps, feeling it his duty to assist it, and striving to gear 
the special work of the group to the whole propaganda and 
agitation activity of the Party. 

The conference was the first authoritative meeting of 
delegates from the biggest Party organisations to discuss the 
work of the Duma Social-Democratic group during the whole 
session. And the decision of the conference shows very clearly 
how our Party will shape its Duma work, how very exacting 
it will be in this field both to itself and to the group, 
how undeviatingly and consistently it proposes to work on 
developing genuinely Social-Democratic parliamentarism. 

The question of our attitude to the Duma group has a tac- 
tical and an organisational aspect. In the latter respect the 
resolution on the Duma group is only the application of our 
general principles of organisational policy to a particular 
case, principles laid down by the conference in the resolu- 
tion giving instructions on the question of organisation. The 
conference has recorded that two main tendencies exist in 
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party on this question: 
one of them throws the weight of emphasis on the illegal 
Party organisation, the other—which is more or less akin to 
liquidationism-throws the weight of emphasis on the legal 
and semi-legal organisations. The point is that the present 
situation is characterised, as we have already pointed out, 
by a certain number of Party workers leaving the Party— 
especially intellectuals, but also some proletarians. The liqui- 
dationist trend raises the question as to whether it is the 
best, the most active elements that are abandoning the Party 
and choosing the legal organisations as their field of activity, 
or whether it is the “vacillating intellectualist and petty- 
bourgeois elements” that are leaving the Party. Needless to 
say, by emphatically rejecting and condemning liquidation- 
ism, the conference replied that it was the latter elements. 
The most proletarian elements of the Party, and those ele 
ments of the intelligentsia that were most consistent in 
principle and most Social-Democratic, remained true to the 
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party. The desertions from 
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the Party mean its purification, they mean getting rid of its 
least stable element, of its unreliable friends, of its ‘‘fellow- 
travellers” (Mitlaufer), who always joined the proletariat for 
a while and who were recruited from among the petty bour- 
geoisie or from among the “‘declassed”, i.e., people thrown 
out of the orbit of some definite class. 

From this evaluation of the principle of Party organisation 
logically follows the line of organisational policy adopted 
by the conference. To strengthen the illegal Party organisa- 
tion, to create Party cells in all spheres of work, to set up 
first of all ‘entirely Party committees consisting of workers, 
even if their number be small, in each industrial enterprise’, 
to concentrate the functions of leadership in the hands of 
leaders of the Social-Democratic movement from among the 
workers themselves-such is the task today. Needless to say, 
the task of these cells and committees must be to utilise all 
the semi-legal and, as far as possible, legal organisations, to 
maintain ‘‘close contact with the masses”, and to direct the 
work in such a way that Social-Democracy responds to all 
the needs of the masses. Every Party cell and workers’ com- 
mittee must become a “base for agitation, propaganda and 
practical organising work among the masses”, i.e., they must 
go where the masses go, and try at every step to push the 
consciousness of the masses in the direction of socialism, to 
link up every specific question with the general tasks of the 
proletariat, to transform every act of organisation into one 
of class consolidation, to win by dint of energy and ideolog- 
ical influence (not by their ranks and titles, of course) the 
leading role in all the proletarian legal organisations. Even 
if these cells and committees be very small at times, they 
will be linked together by Party tradition and Party organi- 
sation, by a definite class programme; and two or three 
Social-Democratic members of the Party will thus be able 
to avoid becoming submerged in an amorphous legal orga- 
nisation and to pursue their Party line under all conditions, 
in all circumstances and in all kinds of situations, to influ- 
ence their environment in the spirit of the whole Party, and 
not allow the environment to swallow them up. 

Though mass organisations of one type or another may 
be dissolved, though the legal trade unions may be hounded 
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out of existence, though every open act of workers’ initiative 
under a regime of counter-revolution may be ruined by the 
police on one pretext or another—no power on earth can 
prevent the concentration of masses of workers in a capital- 
ist country, such as Russia has already become. One way or 
another, legally or semi-legally, openly or covertly, the work- 
ing class will find its own rallying points; the class-conscious 
Party Social-Democrats will everywhere and always march 
in front of the masses, everywhere and always act together 
in order to influence the masses in the spirit of the Party. 
And Social-Democracy, which has proved in open revolution 
that it is the party of the class, the party that succeeded in 
leading millions in strikes, in the uprising of 1905, as well 
as in the elections of 1906-07, will now also be able to remain 
the party of the class, the party of the masses, the vanguard, 
which in the hardest times will not lose touch with the bulk 
of the army, but will be able to help the latter overcome 
these hard times, consolidate its ranks once more, and train 
more and more new fighters. 

Let the Black-Hundred diehards rejoice and howl inside 
the Duma and outside it, in the capital and in the remote 
provinces, let the reaction rage~the ever so wise Mr. Stoly- 
pin cannot take a single step without bringing the precari- 
ously balancing autocracy nearer its fall, without creating a 
new tangle of political impossibilities and absurdities, without 
adding new and fresh forces to the ranks of the proletariat 
and to the ranks of the revolutionary elements of the peasant 
masses. A party which succeeds in consolidating itself for 
persistent work in contact with the masses, a party of the 
advanced class, which succeeds in organising its vanguard, 
and which directs its forces in such a way as to influence in 
a Social-Democratic spirit every sign of life of the proletariat— 
such a party will win no matter what happens. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE MEETING 


(Excerpts) 


We also find it necessary to draw all the attention of Party 
comrades to other resolutions of the conference: ‘The Tasks 
of the Bolsheviks in the Party’, and “The Attitude to Duma 
Activities Among the Other Fields of Party Work”. The im- 
portant thing here is correctly to understand the formulation 
of the question of the ‘‘Party line’ of the Bolsheviks, and of 
the attitude to legal opportunities in general and to the 
Duma as a platform in particular. 

Our immediate task is to preserve and consolidate the 
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party. The very fulfilment 
of this great task involves one extremely important element: 
the combating of both varieties of liquidationism—liquida- 
tionism on the right and liquidationism on the left. The liqui- 
dators on the right say that no illegal R.S.D.L.P. is needed, 
that Social-Democratic activities should be centred exclusive- 
ly or almost exclusively on legal opportunities. The liqui- 
dators on the left go to the other extreme: legal avenues of 
Party work do not exist for them, illegality at any price is 
their “be all and end all’. Both, in approximately equal 
degree, are liquidators of the R.S.D.L.P., for without method- 
ical judicious combination of legal and illegal work in the 
present situation that history has imposed upon us, the 
“preservation and consolidation of the R.S.D.L.P.” is incon- 
ceivable, Liquidationism on the right, as we know, is rampant 
particularly in the Menshevik section, and partly in the 
Bund.2” But among the Mensheviks there have lately been 
significant signs of a return to partyism, which must be 
welcomed: “the minority of the (Menshevik] section’,?8 to 
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quote the conference resolution,29 “after running the full 
gauntlet of liquidationism, are now voicing their protest 
against it, and seeking anew solid party ground for their 
activities.’’* 

What then are the tasks of the Bolsheviks in relation to 
this as yet small section of the Mensheviks who are fighting 
against liquidationism on the right? The Bolsheviks must 
undoubtedly seek rapprochement with this section of the 
membership, those who are Marxists and partyists. There is 
no question whatever of sinking our tactical differences with 
the Mensheviks. We are fighting and shall continue to fight 
most strenuously against Menshevik deviations from the 
policy of revolutionary Social-Democracy. Nor, needless to 
say, is there any question of the Bolshevik section dissolving 
its identity in the Party. The Bolsheviks have done a good 
deal to entrench their positions in the Party, but much re- 
mains to be done in the same direction. The Bolshevik sec- 
tion as a definite ideological trend in the Party must exist 
as before. But one thing must be borne firmly in mind: 
the responsibility of “preserving and consolidating’ the 
R.S.D.L.P., of which the resolution of the conference speaks, 
now rests primarily, if not entirely, on the Bolshevik section. 
All, or practically all, the Party work in progress, particu- 
larly in the localities, is now being shouldered by the Bolshe- 
viks. And to them, as firm and consistent guardians of Party 
principle, now falls a highly important task. They must 
enlist in the cause of building up the Party all elements who 
are fitted to serve it. And in this hour of adversity it would 
be truly a crime on our part not to extend our hand to pro- 
Party people in other groups, who are coming out in defence 
of Marxism and partyism against liquidationism. 

This stand was recognised by the great majority at the 
conference, including all the representatives of the Bolshe- 
viks from the local organisations. The opposition wavered, 
hesitating to take a definite stand, either for or against us. 
Yet it was for this line that Comrade Maximov accused the 


* By the “split in the Editorial Board” of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
the resolution has in mind Comrade Plekhanov’s resignation from 
that body, to which Plekhanov himself says he was driven by nothing 
more nor less than the liquidationist tendencies of the Editorial Board. 
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conference of “betraying Bolshevism”, of adopting the Men- 
shevik point of view, etc. We had only one reply to make to 
this: “Say that publicly in the press, before the whole Party 
membership and the whole Bolshevik section, and the sooner 
the better; that will enable us once again to expose the true 
value of your ‘revolutionariness’, the true nature of your 
‘protection’ of Bolshevism.” 

We ask comrades to take note of the conference resolution 
on “The Attitude to Duma Activities, etc.” We have already 
indicated above how intimately the question of ‘legal op- 
portunities” is bound up with liquidationism of various 
shades. To fight liquidationism on the left is just as impera- 
tive now as to fight liquidationism on the right. The parlia- 
mentary cretinism, which would reduce the whole Party 
organisation to a congregation of workers at the shrine of 
“legal opportunities”, and of Duma activities in particular, is 
as profoundly alien to the principles of revolutionary Social- 
Democracy as the otzovism that cannot understand the value 
of legal opportunities to the Party, in the interests of the 
Party. In the conference resolutions the use of legal oppor- 
tunities for the benefit of the Party is regarded as being of 
immense importance. But nowhere in these resolutions are 
legal opportunities and their use treated as an end in itself. 
They are everywhere placed in direct association with the 
aims and methods of illegal activity. And this association 
deserves particular attention at the present time. Certain 
practical suggestions are given on this score in the resolu- 
tion. But they are only suggestions. Broadly speaking, it is 
not so much now a question of what place “legal opportu- 
nities” should occupy among other fields of Party work, but 
of how to utilise them with greatest benefit to the Party. 
During its long years of work underground, the Party has 
accumulated enormous experience in illegal work. This can- 
not be said of the other sphere-the use of legal opportunities. 
Here the Party, and the Bolsheviks in particular, have not 
been active enough. More attention, more initiative and more 
effort must be turned to making use of this field than has 
hitherto been the case. We must learn to utilise legal op- 
portunities, learn just as zealously as we have been learning 
to use illegal methods of work. And it is for the purpose of 
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using the legal opportunities for the benefit of the Party 
that the conference calls upon all to whom the interests of 
the R.S.D.L.P. are dear to put their shoulder to the wheel. 

Our attitude to illegal Party work remains unchanged, as 
of course it must. Our main task is to preserve and consoli- 
date the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, and every- 
thing else must be subordinated to it. Only after this con- 
solidation has been achieved shall we be able to utilise these 
same legal opportunities in the interests of the Party. The 
utmost attention must be paid to those workers’ groups 
which are being formed in the industrial centres, which must 
take over, and are gradually taking over, the general direc- 
tion of Party work. All our efforts in all fields of our activity 
should be aimed at making real Social-Democratic Party 
cadres out of these groups. Only on this basis is it really 
possible to preserve and consolidate the Russian Social- 
Democratic Labour Party. 


RESOLUTION: 
THE TASKS OF THE BOLSHEVIKS 
IN THE PARTY 


In the period of decisive triumph of counter-revolution 
which followed the dissolution of the Second Duma, force of 
circumstances dictated that all Party activities should be 
concentrated on the following task: to preserve the Party 
organisation built up in the years of the high tide of the 
proletarian struggle, despite all the efforts of reaction, and 
notwithstanding the great depression in the proletarian class 
struggle, i.e., to preserve it as an organisation which con- 
sciously takes its stand on the basis of orthodox Marxism, 
and which unites all the “national” Social-Democratic 
organisations for the purpose of carrying out a single 
revolutionary Social-Democratic line of tactics. 

In the course of this two years’ struggle for the Party 
and partyism, it became quite clear that, on the one hand, 
the Party had dissociated itself from the elements that had 
penetrated it as a result of the specific conditions of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution, and that, on the other hand, 
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the revolutionary Social-Democrats had been further consol- 
idated. On the one hand, the former fellow-travellers of 
Social-Democracy took quite definite shape-those fellow- 
travellers, who, on leaving the Party, transferred all their 
activities into various legal organisations (co-operatives, 
trade unions, educational societies, advisory committees for 
the Duma group), where they not only did not carry out the 
policy of the Party but, on the contrary, fought the Party 
and strove to wrest these organisations away from it and 
pit them against the Party. Making a fetish of legality, and 
elevating to a principle the narrow forms of activity imposed 
by the temporary decline of and state of disunity in the 
working-class movement, these elements—avowed liquidators 
of the Party—quite obviously took their stand upon the ground 
of theoretical and tactical revisionism. That the closest con- 
nection exists between liquidationism in organisation (the 
struggle against Party institutions) and the ideological strug- 
gle against Marxist theory and the fundamental principles 
of the programme of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour 
Party, has now most clearly been revealed and proved by 
the entire history of the efforts to force an opportunist policy 
on our Duma group by its intellectual advisers, as well as 
by the entire course of the struggle between the liquidators 
and the partyists within the legal workers’ organisations and 
in the workers’ groups of the four congresses®:; of the 
People’s Universities, of the co-operatives, of women and of 
factory medical officers. 

On the other hand, the Left wing of the Party, to whose 
lot it fell to lead the Party during this period of the decisive 
triumph of the counter-revolution, theoretically recognised 
and in practice applied the tactics of expediently combining 
illegal with legal Party work. This applies to all the Party 
work with the Duma group and all the Party work in the 
legal and semi-legal proletarian organisations. It is precisely 
these forms of work-forms enabling the illegal Party to 
influence more or less broad masses—that have been brought 
to the fore by the peculiar conditions of the present historical 
situation, in addition to the main forms of Party work. It is 
in these forms of activity that the Party in practice comes 
into conflict with liquidationism and deals it heavy blows. 
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It is on this ground also that Social-Democrats belonging to 
various groups of the Party have been and are being drawn 
together.* And here, finally, on the very same questions of 
Party tactics and organisation in the conditions of the Third 
Duma period,*! the Bolshevik section openly disavows the 
pseudo-revolutionary, unstable, non-Marxist elements, which, 
under cover of so-called otzovism, have been opposing the 
new forms of Party activity. 

At the present time, outlining the basic tasks of the Bol- 
sheviks, the extended editorial board of Proletary states: 

(1) that in the further struggle for the Party and partyism, 
the task of the Bolshevik section, which must remain the 
foremost champion of partyism and of the revolutionary 
Social-Democratic line in the Party, is to give active and 
all-round support to the Central Committee and the Central 
Organ of the Party. In the present period of the re-grouping 
of Party forces, only the central institutions of the Party 
can serve as the strong and authoritative representative of 
the Party line, around which all genuinely partyist and 
genuinely Social-Democratic elements can be rallied; 

(2) that in the Menshevik camp of the Party, whose official 
organ, Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, is fully controlled by the 
Menshevik liquidators, the minority of this faction, having 
explored the path of liquidationism to the very end, is already 
raising its voice in protest against that path and is again 
seeking a party basis for its activities (the letter of the 
“Vyborg” Mensheviks** in St. Petersburg,22 the split among 
the Mensheviks in Moscow, the split in the editorial board 
of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, the corresponding division in 
the Bund, etc.); 

(3) that in such circumstances the task of the Bolsheviks, 
who will remain the solid vanguard of the Party, is not only 


* The resolutions on the trade unions and the co-operatives, and 
a number of resolutions on Duma activities, carried unanimously by 
the Central Committee. Support for the Party line by the overwhelming 
majority at the recent All-Russia Conference. The experience of 
conducting the Central Organ, the workers’ groups of the said 
congresses, etc. 

** The Mensheviks in Vyborg District of St. Petersburg. 
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to continue the struggle against liquidationism and all the 
varieties of revisionism, but also to establish closer contact 
with the Marxist and partyist elements of the other groups, 
dictated by common aims in the struggle for the preservation 
and consolidation of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour 
Party. 


Supplement to Proletary 
No. 46, 
July 3 (16), 1909 


THE LIQUIDATION OF LIQUIDATIONISM 


In a special supplement to the present issue of Proletary 
the reader will find a report on the conference of the Bolshe- 
viks and the text of the resolutions adopted there.* Our 
purpose in the present article is to assess the importance of 
this conference and the breakaway of a small group of the 
Bolsheviks which took place there, from the standpoint both 
of our wing and of the R.S.D.L.P. as a whole. 

The last two years, roughly from the coup d'état of 
June 3, 1907, up to the present time, have been a period of 
drastic change, of grave crisis in the history of the Russian 
revolution and in the development of the working-class 
movement in Russia and of the Russian Social-Democratic 
Labour Party. The All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. 
held in December 1908 reviewed the present political situa- 
tion, the condition and prospects of the revolutionary move- 
ment and the tasks of the party of the working class in the 
present period. The resolutions passed by the conference are 
a permanent asset to the Party, and the Menshevik opportun- 
ists who sought to criticise them at all costs, only succeeded 
in betraying the glaring futility of their ‘‘criticism’’ which 
was unable to offer any intelligent, integral and systematic 
solution of the problems as an alternative to the one given 
in the resolutions. 

But that was not all. The conference played an important 
role in the life of our Party by indicating the existence of 
new ideological groupings in both wings-the Mensheviks 


* Some of these materials are included in this volume. 
See pp. 29-35.—-Ed. 
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and the Bolsheviks. The struggle between these sections can 
be said without exaggeration to have filled the whole history 
of the Party, both on the eve of the revolution and during 
the revolution. Therefore the new ideological groupings are 
an event of great importance in the life of the Party, an 
event whose lessons all Social-Democrats should study, un- 
derstand and digest, if they are to take an intelligent stand 
on the new issues which this new situation raises. 

These new ideological groupings may be briefly described 
as the appearance of liquidationism on both the extreme 
flanks of the Party and as the struggle being waged against 
it. By December 1908 liquidationism stood fully revealed 
among the Mensheviks, but at that time the fight against 
it was conducted almost exclusively by others (the Bolsheviks, 
the Polish and Lettish Social-Democrats, a section of the 
Bundists). The pro-Party Mensheviks, Mensheviks who were 
opposed to liquidationism, had barely begun to emerge as 
a trend at that time, and were not at all united or open in 
their criticism. Among the Bolsheviks both sections were 
clearly defined and acted openly, namely, the overwhelming 
majority of orthodox Bolsheviks, who were firmly opposed 
to otzovism and secured the adoption of their point of view 
in all the resolutions of the conference, and the otzovist 
minority who advocated their views as a separate group, 
and received frequent support from the ultimatumists®? who 
wavered between them and the orthodox Bolsheviks. That 
the otzovists (and the ultimatumists, too, insofar as they 
are coming round to the otzovist viewpoint) are Mensheviks 
inside out, liquidators of a new type, has been repeatedly 
asserted and demonstrated in Proletary (see especially issues 
Nos. 39, 42, and 44). Thus among the Mensheviks the over- 
whelming majority were liquidators, and the protest and 
struggle of the pro-Party men against them were barely 
beginning to manifest themselves; while among the Bolshe- 
viks the orthodox elements were completely dominant, and 
an otzovist minority were acting openly. Such was the situa- 
tion within the Party at the December All-Russia Conference 
of the R.S.D.L.P. 

What is this liquidationism, then? What brought it into 
being? Why is it that the otzovists (and the god-builders,*4 
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of whom we shall say a few words later) are also liquidators, 
Mensheviks inside out? In a word, what is the social meaning 
and the social significance of the new ideological grouping 
within our Party? : 

Liquidationism in the narrow sense of the word, the liqui- 
dationism of the Mensheviks, consists ideologically in nega- 
tion of the revolutionary class struggle of the socialist prole- 
tariat in general, and denial of the hegemony of the proletar- 
iat in our bourgeois-democratic revolution in particular. This 
denial of course takes various forms, and occurs more or 
less consciously, sharply and consistently. As an example we 
might mention Cherevanin and Potresov. The former gave such 
an assessment of the role of the proletariat in the revolution 
that the whole editorial board of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, 
even before the split that took place in it (ie., both 
Plekhanov and Martov-Dan-Axelrod-Martynov) had to repu- 
diate Cherevanin, although it did so in a very discreditable 
form. It repudiated the consistent liquidator in Vorwdrts to 
the Germans without publishing its statement in “Golos 
Sotsial-Demokrata” for the benefit of Russian readers! In the 
article which he contributed to the Social Movement in Rus- 
sia at the Beginning of the Twentieth Century,» Potresov 
liquidated the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat in the 
Russian revolution so successfully that Plekhanov left the 
liquidationist editorial board. 

In respect of organisation, liquidationism means denying 
the necessity for an illegal Social-Democratic Party, and 
consequently renouncing the Russian Social-Democratic La- 
bour Party, leaving its ranks. It means fighting the Party in 
the columns of the legal press, in legal workers’ organisa- 
tions, in the trade unions and co-operative societies, at con- 
gresses attended by working-class delegates, etc. The history 
of any Party organisation in Russia during the last two years 
teems with examples of liquidationism on the part of the 
Mensheviks. As a particularly glaring example of liquida- 
tionism, we have already referred (Proletary No. 42, reprint- 
ed in the pamphlet The All-Russia Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. in December 1908) to the case where the Menshe- 
vik members of the Central Committee made a deliberate 
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attempt to wreck the Central Committee of the Party, and 
stop the functioning of this institution. The almost complete 
breakdown of the illegal Menshevik organisations in Russia 
is borne out by the fact that the “Caucasian delegation” at 
the recent Party conference consisted entirely of residents 
abroad, while the editorial board of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
was confirmed (at the beginning of 1908) by the Central 
Committee of the Party as a separate literary group, 
totally unconnected with any organisation functioning in 
Russia. 

The Mensheviks do not weigh up the implications of all 
these manifestations of liquidationism. They either conceal 
them or are baffled by them, at a loss to understand the 
significance of certain facts, floundering in minutiae, vagaries 
and personalities, unable to draw general conclusions, unable 
to grasp the meaning of what is going on. 

And the meaning of it is that, in a period of bourgeois 
revolution, the opportunist wing of the workers’ party, at 
times of crisis, disintegration and collapse, is bound to be 
either out-and-out liquidationist or liquidator-ridden. In a 
period of bourgeois revolution the proletarian party is bound 
to have a following of petty-bourgeois fellow-travellers (what 
is known as Mitldufer in German) who are least capable of 
digesting proletarian theory and tactics, least capable of 
holding their own in time of collapse, most likely to carry 
opportunism to its extreme. Disintegration has set in—and 
the mass of Menshevik intellectuals, Menshevik writers, have 
virtually turned liberal. The intelligentsia has swung away 
from the Party-and consequently disintegration has been 
most complete in the Menshevik organisations. Those Men- 
sheviks who sincerely sympathised with the proletariat and 
the proletarian class struggle, with proletarian revolutionary 
theory (and there have always been such Mensheviks who 
justify their opportunism in the revolution on the grounds 
that they are anxious to miss no changes in the situation. 
no convolutions in the complex historical process) found 
themselves “in the minority once more”, in a minority among 
the Mensheviks, without the determination to fight the liqui- 
dators and without the strength to succeed if they tried. But 
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the opportunist fellow-travellers move further and further 
to liberalism. Plekhanov becomes exasperated with Potresav, 
Golos Sotsial-Demokrata with Cherevanin, the Moscow Men- 
shevik workingmen with the Menshevik intellectuals, and so 
forth. The pro-Party Mensheviks, the orthodox Marxists 
among the Mensheviks, are beginning to break away and, 
by the logic of things, by becoming pro-Party, they draw 
nearer to the Bolsheviks. And it is our duty to understand 
this situation, everywhere and in every way to separate the 
liquidators from the pro-Party Mensheviks, to make closer 
contact with the latter, not by glossing over differences in 
principle, but by building up a really united workers’ party 
in which differences of opinion should not stand in the way 
of the common effort, the common drive, the common 
struggle. 

But are petty-bourgeois fellow-travellers of the proletariat 
the exclusive property of the Menshevik wing? No. We have 
already pointed out in Proletary No. 39, that they are to be 
found also among the Bolsheviks, as testified by the entire 
mode of argument of the consistent otzovists, the whole 
character of their attempts to justify “new” tactics. No sizable 
section of a mass workers’ party could, by the nature of 
things, avoid during a time of bourgeois revolution taking 
on a certain number of “‘fellow-travellers’” of diverse shad- 
ings. This is inevitable even in the most highly developed 
capitalist countries, after the completion of a bourgeois revo- 
lution, for the proletariat is ever in contact with the most 
varied sections of the petty bourgeoisie and is constantly 
being recruited and replenished from them. There is nothing 
abnormal or terrible in this, if the proletarian party is able 
thoroughly to absorb these foreign bodies, to control and 
not be controlled by them, and is able to see in good time 
that some of these elements really are foreign bodies, and 
that in certain conditions one must clearly and openly dis- 
sociate oneself from them. In this respect the difference 
between the two wings of the R.S.D.L.P. is that the Menshe- 
viks turned out to be in thrall to the liquidators (i.e., the 
“fellow-travellers”), proof of which is to be found among 
the Mensheviks themselves, being supplied both by their 
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Moscow adherents in Russia, and abroad by Plekhanov’s 
repudiation of Potresov and Golos Sotsial-Demokrata; while 
in the case of the Bolsheviks the liquidationist elements—the 
otzovists and god-builders—proved to be a small minority 
from the outset, were rendered harmless from the outset, 
and were ultimately pushed aside. 

That otzovism is Menshevism inside out, that it also leads 
inevitably to liquidationism, only of a slightly different kind, 
there can be no doubt. It is not, of course, a matter of perso- 
nalities or particular groups, but of an objective general 
tendency-to the extent that otzovism ceases to be a mere 
state of mind and seeks to evolve into a separate trend. The 
Bolsheviks stated quite definitely before the revolution, first, 
that their aim was not to create a separate trend in socialism 
but to apply to the new conditions of our revolution the 
basic principles of international revolutionary orthodox Marx- 
ist Social-Democracy; secondly, they would do their duty 
even should it consist in an onerous, slow, humdrum daily 
grind, if history, after the issue of the struggle and after all 
opportunities for revolutionary action were exhausted, should 
condemn us to plod along the by-paths of an “autocratic 
constitution”. The least attentive reader will find these state- 
ments in the Social-Democratic literature of 1905. They are 
of immense importance as a solemn obligation of the whole 
Bolshevik wing of the Party, a deliberate choice of path. 
In order to fulfil this obligation to the proletariat, it was 
necessary to take patiently in hand and re-educate those who 
had been attracted to Social-Democracy by the days of liberty 
(there even appeared a type of ‘‘Social-Democrat of the days 
of liberty”), who were attracted chiefly by the vehemence, 
revolutionary spirit and “vividness” of our slogans, but, who, 
though militant enough to fight on revolutionary holidays, 
lacked the stamina for workaday struggle under the reign 
of counter-revolution. Some of these elements were gradually 
drawn into proletarian activities and assimilated the Marxist 
world-outlook. The others only memorised a few slogans 
without grasping their meaning, could only repeat old 
phrases and were unable to adapt the old principles of revo- 
lutionary Social-Democratic tactics to the changed conditions. 
Their several destinies are graphically illustrated by the 
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evolution of those who wanted to boycott the Third Duma. 
In June 1907 they were the majority among the Bolsheviks. 
But Proletary campaigned continuously against the boycott. 
Events verified this policy and a year later the otzovists were 
in the minority among the Bolsheviks (14 votes against 18 
in the summer of 1908) in the Moscow organisation, which 
had been the stronghold of “‘boycottism”. A year later, when 
the error of otzovism had been abundantly and repeatedly 
demonstrated, the Bolshevik wing-and here lies the signif- 
icance of the recent Bolshevik conference—finally liquidated 
otzovism and ultimatumism, the thin end of otzovism, finally 
liquidated this peculiar form of liquidationism. 

So let none accuse us of causing a “new split’. In the 
Report on our conference we explain our aims and our 
attitude in detail. We did everything possible, we left nothing 
untried, to persuade the dissenting comrades; we were at it 
for over eighteen months. But as a wing, i.e., a union of 
like-minded people in the Party, we cannot work without 
unanimity on fundamental issues. To break away from a 
wing is not the same as breaking away from the Party. The 
people who have broken away from our wing in no way lose 
the possibility of working in the Party. Either they will 
remain ‘free lances’, i.e., outside any wing, and the general 
environment of [Party work will draw them in. Or they will 
try to form a new group-as is their legitimate right, if they 
wish to advocate and develop their own special shade of 
opinion and tactics—in which case the whole Party will very 
soon see the practical manifestation of those tendencies, the 
ideological implications of which we have tried to assess 
above. 

The Bolsheviks have to lead the Party. To do so they must 
know their course, they must stop hesitating, they must 
stop wasting time on persuading waverers, and fighting dis- 
sentients in their own ranks. Otzovism and ultimatumism, 
the thin end of otzovism, are incompatible with the work 
which the present circumstances require of revolutionary 
Social-Democrats. During the revolution we learned to “speak 
French”, i.e., to introduce into the movement the greatest 
number of rousing slogans, to raise the energy of the direct 
struggle of the masses and extend its scope. Now, in this 
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time of stagnation, reaction and disintegration, we must 
learn to “speak German”, i.e., to work slowly (there is 
nothing else for it, until things revive), systematically, stead- 
ily, advancing step by step, winning inch by inch. Whoever 
finds this work tedious, whoever does not understand the 
need for preserving and developing the revolutionary 
principles of Social-Democratic tactics in this phase too, 
on this bend of the road, is taking the name of Marxist 
in vain. 

Our Party can make no headway unless it decisively liqui- 
dates liquidationism. And liquidationism does not only mean 
the direct liquidationism of the Mensheviks and their op- 
portunist tactics. It also includes Menshevism inside out. It 
includes otzovism and ultimatumism, that are impeding the 
Party in the fulfilment of its immediate task, in which lie 
all the unique peculiarities of the present time, the task of 
utilising the Duma rostrum and turning all the semi-legal 
and legal organisations of the working class into coigns of 
vantage. The same goes for god-building and the defence of 
god-building tendencies which are radically at variance with 
the principles of Marxism. And the same applies to incom- 
prehension of the Party tasks of the Bolsheviks, which in 
1906 and 1907 consisted in overthrowing the Menshevik 
Central Committee, as a body which lacked the support of 
the majority of the Party (not only the Poles and Letts, but 
even the Bundists were against the Central Committee, which 
was purely Menshevik at the time)—and which now consist 
in patiently training up partyist elements and knitting them 
together, in building up a really united and strong proletar- 
ian party. The Bolsheviks prepared the ground for partyism 
by their implacable struggle against the anti-Party elements 
in 1903-05 and in 1906-07. Now the Bolsheviks must build 
the Party, build the Party out of their wing, build up the 
Party by utilising the vantage-ground gained in the inner- 
Party struggle. 

Such are the tasks of our wing of the Party in the present 
political situation and the general position of the R.S.D.L.P. 
as a whole. They are set forth once more and developed in 
particular detail] in the resolutions of the recent Bolshevik 
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Conference. The ranks have been re-formed for a new 
struggle. The changed conditions have been taken into ac- 
count. The road has been chosen. Let us go forward along 
it, and the revolutionary Social-Democratic Labour Party of 
Russia will begin rapidly to build up into a force which no 
reaction will shake, and which will stand at the head of all 
the fighting classes of the people in the next round of our 
revolution.* 


Proletary No. 46, Vol. 15 
July 11 (24), 1909 


* Golos Sotsial-Demokrata No. 15, and Otkliki Bunda No. 2,°6 have 
recently appeared. In these publications there is once again piled up 
a heap of choice specimens of liquidationism, which will need analys- 
ing and evaluating in a separate article in the next issue of Proletary. 


THE LIQUIDATORS EXPOSED 


Our readers know, of course, that during the past year 
our Party has had to concern itself with the so-called 
liquidationist trend in Social-Democracy. The liquidators are 
those most undaunted opportunists who have begun to 
advocate the view that an illegal Social-Democratic Party is 
unnecessary in Russia today, that the R.S.D.L.P. is unneces- 
sary. Our readers are also aware that the Bolsheviks waged 
and carried through a struggle against this liquidationist 
trend, carried it through at least to such an extent that at 
the All-Russia Party Conference in December 1908 liquida- 
tionism was condemned in the most decisive and irrevocable 
manner against the votes of the Mensheviks and part of the 
Bundists (the other part of the Bundists came out against 
liquidationism). 

However, the official organ of the Menshevik faction, 
Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, not only did not admit that it was 
liquidationist but, on the contrary, assumed an unusually 
“proud and noble” pose and denied that it was in any way 
involved in liquidationism. The facts convicted them. But 
Golos Sotsial-Demokrata grandly ignored the facts. The recent 
issue, No. 9, of Plekhanov’s Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata™ 
(August 1909) is extremely valuable because in it one of the 
leaders of Menshevism completely exposes liquidationism. 
This is not the only significance of Dnevnik but it is on this 
aspect of the matter that we must dwell first of all. 

No. 45 of Proletary published a letter from Mensheviks 
of Vyborg District (in St. Petersburg) protesting against the 
Menshevik liquidators. This letter is reprinted in Golos No. 14 
(May 1909) and the editors remark: ‘‘The editorial board of 
Proletary pretends to have seen in the letter of the Vyborg 
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comrades a step away from the newspaper Golos Sotsial- 
Demokrata....” 

Plekhanov’s Dnevnik appears. Its author shows the whole 
content of liquidationist ideas in the article published in 
Golos No. 15, without the slightest reservation on the part 
of the editors (and moreover in an article expressing entirely 
the same views as those of the editors). Plekhanov quotes 
in this connection the letter of the Vyborg comrades and 
says: “This letter shows us how the broad workers’ organi- 
sations are at times influenced by people who have deserted 
our Party on the pretext of ‘new’ work” (Dnevnik, p. 10). It 
is just this ‘pretext’ that has always been put forward 
by Golos! “Such influence,” Plekhanov continues, “is by 
no means a Social-Democratic influence; it is in spirit 
absolutely hostile to Social-Democracy” (p. 11). 

And so, Plekhanov quotes the letter of the Vyborg com- 
rades against No. 15 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata. We ask 
the reader: in point of fact, who is it that is “pretending'’? 
Was Proletary “pretending” when it accused Golos of liqui- 
dationism, or was “Golos’’ pretending when it denied that 
it had any connection with liquidationism? 

The literary dishonesty of the editorial board of Golos has 
been exposed, and exposed by Plekhanov, who until recently 
was one of its members. 

But this is by no means all. 

In Golos No. 15 (June 1909), in an article signed F. Dan, 
we find a statement that Pravda’s®® reputation for non- 
factionalism protects it “from stupid and unscrupulous 
accusations of liquidationism” (p. 12). One could not put 
it more forcefully. It would be difficult to show on one’s 
countenance a more lofty, nobler indignation at Golos 
being accused of liquidationism. 

Plekhanov’s Dnevnik appears. The author shows the whole 
content of liquidationist ideas in one of the articles of Golos 
No. 15 and declares to the Mensheviks who share those 
ideas: “Why are you offended at the charge of liquidationism 
when in fact you are very much guilty of this sin?” (p. 5). 
“Comrade §S. (the author of the article in Golos No. 15 exam- 
ined by Plekhanov] not only can but must be accused of 
liquidationism, because the plan that he expounds and defends 
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in his letter is in reality nothing but a plan for the liquida- 

tion of our Party” (Dnevnik, p. 6). In his article Comrade S. 

plainly expresses his solidarity with “the Caucasian delega- 

tion”, i.e., with the editorial board of “Golos’’, which had, as 

is known, two mandates out of three in this delegation. 
Plekhanov continues: 


“One must make a choice here: either liquidationism or a fight 
against it. There is no third way. In saying so I have in mind, of 
course, comrades who are guided not by their personal interests but 
by the interests of our common cause. For those who are guided by 
their personal interests, for those who are thinking only of their 
revolutionary careers—and there is indeed such a career!—for them, 
of course, a third way does exist. Big and little people of this calibre 
can, and even must at the present time, manoeuvre between the liqui- 
dationist and anti-liquidationist trends; under existing conditions they 
have to make the strongest possible excuses for not giving a straight 
answer to the question whether it is necessary to combat liquidation- 
ism; they have to escape from giving such an answer by means of 
‘allegories and empty hypotheses’, for nobody knows yet which trend 
will get the upper hand-the liquidationist or anti-liquidationist—and 
these sapient diplomatists want at any rate to share in the celebration; 
they want at all costs to be on the side of the victors. I repeat, for 
such people there is a third way. But Comrade S. will probably agree 
with me if I say that they are not genuine people, but only ‘toy 
manikins’. They are not worth talking about; they are inborn 
opportunists; their motto is: ‘as you please’’’ (Dnevnik, pp. 7-8). 


This can be called: a gentle hint ... at a serious matter. 
The fifth and last act, scene 1. On the stage are the editors 
of Golos, all except one. Editor So-and-So, addressing the 
public with an air of exceptional nobility: “The accusations 
of liquidationism levelled at us are not only stupid but 
deliberately dishonest.” 

Scene 2. The same persons and “he”, the editor of Golos 
who has: just safely resigned from the editorial board; he 
pretends not to notice any of the editors and says, addressing 
contributor S., who is at one with the editors: “Either liqui- 
dationism, or a fight against it. There is a third way only 
for revolutionary careerists, who manoeuvre, who make 
excuses for not giving a straight answer, who wait to see 
who will get the upper hand. Comrade S. probably agrees 
with me that these are not genuine people but toy 
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manikins. They are not worth talking about: they are inborn 
opportunists; their motto is—‘as you please’.” 

Time will show whether ‘Comrade S.”, the collective-Men- 
shevik Comrade S., really agrees with Plekhanov or whether 
he prefers to retain as his leaders certain toy manikins and 
inborn opportunists. One thing we can safely say already: 
among Menshevik workers, if Plekhanov, Potresov (a “con- 
vinced liquidator” according to Plekhanov’s comment on p. 19 
of Dnevnik) and the toy manikins, whose motto is “as you 
please”, fully lay bare their views before them, you will cer- 
tainly not find ten per cent who are in favour of Potresov 
and in favour of those who say “as you please”, taken together. 
You can be sure of that. Plekhanov’s statement is suffi- 
cient to make Menshevik workers turn in disgust from both 
Potresov and those who say ‘‘as you please’. Our task is 
to see to it that the working-class Mensheviks, especially 
those who are not readily influenced by propaganda coming 
from the Bolsheviks, became fully acquainted with No. 9 of 
Plekhanov’s Dnevnik. Our task is to see to it that the working- 
class Mensheviks now seriously set about clarifying the 
ideological basis of the divergencies between Plekhanov, on 
the one hand, and Potresov and those who say “as you please” 
on the other. 

On this particularly important question, Plekhanov in 
Dnevnik No. 9 provides material that is also extremely valu- 
able, but far, very far, from adequate. ‘‘Hurrah for ‘general 
delimitation’!’’ exclaims Plekhanov, greeting the fixing of 
boundaries between the Bolsheviks and the anarcho- 
syndicalists (as Plekhanov calls our otzovists, ultimatumists 
and god-builders) and declaring that ‘‘we Mensheviks must 
demarcate ourselves from the liquidators” (Dnevnik, p. 18). 
Of course, we Bolsheviks, who have already fixed our general 
boundary, whole-heartedly associate ourselves with this 
demand for a general delimitation within the Menshevik fac- 
tion. We shall await with impatience this general delimitation 
among the Mensheviks. We shall see where the general boun- 
dary among them will lie. We shall see whether it will be a 
really general boundary. 

Plekhanov depicts the split within the Menshevik ranks 
over liquidationism as a split over an organisational ques- 
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tion. At the same time, however, he provides data which 
show that the matter is far from being confined to a ques- 
tion of organisation. So far Plekhanov has drawn two bound- 
aries, neither of which as yet deserves to be called general. 
The first boundary definitely divides Plekhanov from Potre- 
sov, the second divides him indefinitely from the ‘factional 
diplomatists”, the toy manikins and the inborn opportunists. 
Concerning Potresov, Plekhanov says that already in the 
autumn of 1907 he “spoke like a convinced liquidator’. But 
there is more to it than that. Besides this verbal statement 
of Potresov’s on the organisational question, Plekhanov refers 
to the well-known collective work of the Mensheviks The 
Social Movement in Russia at the Beginning of the Twentieth 
Century, and says that he, Plekhanov, resigned from the 
editorial board of this symposium because Potresov’s article 
(even after corrections and redraftings demanded by Plekha- 
nov and carried out through the mediation of Dan and 
Martov) was unacceptable to him. “I became fully convinced 
that Potresov’s article could not be corrected” (p. 20). “I 
saw,” he writes in Dnevnik, “that the liquidationist ideas 
Potresov expressed in Mannheim were firmly established in 
his mind and that he had completely lost the ability to look 
at social life, at its present and past, through the eyes of a 
revolutionary” (pp. 19-20). ““Potresov is no comrade of mine 
... he and I do not go the same way” (p. 20). 

The question here is not at all one of present-day organisa- 
tional problems, which Potresov did not touch on, and could 
not touch on, in his article. It is a question of the fundamental 
ideas of the Social-Democratic programme and tactics, which 
are being “‘liquidated” by the collective Menshevik “work” 
issued under the collective Menshevik editorship of Martov, 
Maslov and Potresov. 

In order to draw a really general boundary here it is not 
enough to break with Potresov and make a ‘gentle’ hint at 
the “‘as you please” heroes. For this it is necessary to reveal 
in detail precisely where, when, why and how ‘’Potresov lost 
the ability to look at social life through the eyes of a revo- 
lutionary”’. Liquidationism, says Plekhanov, leads to the 
“slough of the most disgraceful opportunism” (p. 12). “Among 
them (the liquidators) new wine is converted into a very sour 
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liquid suitable only for preparing petty-bourgeois vinegar” 
(p. 12). Liquidationism “facilitates the penetration of petty- 
bourgeois tendencies in a proletarian environment” (p. 14). 
“I have repeatedly tried to prove to influential Menshevik 
comrades that they are making a great mistake in displaying 
at times their readiness to go hand-in-hand with gentlemen 
who to a greater or lesser extent are redolent of opportun- 
ism” (p. 15). “Liquidationism leads straight to the muddy 
slough of opportunism and petty-bourgeois aspirations hostile 
to Social-Democracy” (p. 16). Compare all these comments 
of Plekhanov’s with the recognition of Potresov as a convinced 
liquidator. It is quite clear that Potresov is described by 
Plekhanov (is now recognised by Plekhanov, it would be more 
correct to say) as a petty-bourgeois democrat-opportunist. 
It is quite clear that insofar as Menshevism, represented by 
all the influential writers of the faction (except Plekhanov), 
participates in this Potresovism (in The Social Movement), 
to that extent Menshevism is now acknowledged by Ple- 
khanov to be a petty-bourgeois opportunist trend. Insofar as 
Menshevism, as a faction, gives its blessing to Potresov, and 
screens him, Menshevism is now acknowledged by 
Plekhanov to be a petty-bourgeois opportunist faction. 

The conclusion is clear: if Plekhanov remains alone, if he 
fails to gather around him the bulk, or at least a consider- 
able section, of the Mensheviks, if he fails to lay bare before 
all Menshevik workers the entire roots and manifestations 
of this petty-bourgeois opportunism, then our estimate of 
Menshevism will prove to be confirmed by the Menshevik 
who is the most outstanding as regards theory and who led 
the Mensheviks farthest in the tactics of 1906-07. 

Time will show whether the “revolutionary Menshevism” 
proclaimed by Plekhanov will be strong enough to wage a 
struggle against the whole circle of ideas that have given 
rise to Potresov and liquidationism. 

In speaking of the general delimitation among the 
Bolsheviks Plekhanov compares the Bolshevik Marxists, 
Social-Democrats, to Gogol’s Osip,°2 who picked up all 
sorts of rubbish, every little bit of string (including 
empirio-criticism® and god-building). Now the Bolshevik 
Osip, says Plekhanov jokingly, has begun ‘“’to clear the space 
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around him”, to expel the anti-Marxists, to throw away the 
“string” and other rubbish. 

Plekhanov’s joke touches not on a frivolous question but 
on a fundamental and very serious one for Russian Social- 
Democracy, namely, which trend within it has been most to 
the benefit of rubbish, “string”, i.e., to the benefit of bour- 
geois-democratic influences in the proletarian environment. 
All the “subtleties” of factional disputes, all the long vicis- 
situdes of the struggle over various resolutions, slogans, 
etc.—all this “factionalism” (which is now so frequently being 
condemned by empty cries against ‘factionalism” that encour- 
age unprincipledness most of all) turns on this fundamental 
and very serious question for Russian Social-Democracy: 
which trend within it has been the most subservient to bour- 
geois-democratic influences (which are inevitable to some 
extent at some time during the bourgeois revolution in Rus- 
sia, just as they are inevitable in every capitalist country). 
Every trend in Social-Democracy inevitably receives the 
adherence of a greater or lesser number of not purely pro- 
letarian but semi-proletarian and semi-petty-bourgeois ele- 
ments; the question is which trend is less subordinate to 
them, more rapidly rids itself of them, more successfully com- 
bats them. This is the question of the socialist, proletarian, 
Marxist Osip in relation to the liberal or anarchist, petty- 
bourgeois, anti-Marxist “‘bit of string”. 

Bolshevik Marxism, says Plekhanov, is a “more or less 
narrow and crudely conceived Marxism’. The Menshevik 
variety, apparently, is “more or less broad and subtle’. Let 
us look at the results of the revolution, at the results of six 
years of the history of the Social-Democratic movement 
(1903-09), and what six years they were! The Bolshevik Osips 
have already drawn a ‘general boundary” and “shown 
the door’ to the Bolshevik petty-bourgeois “bit of string”, 
which is now whining that it has been “ousted” and 
“removed”, 

The Menshevik Osip has proved to be a lone figure, who 
has resigned both from the official Menshevik editorial board 
and from the collective editorial board of the most important 
Menshevik work, a lone protester against “petty-bourgeois 
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opportunism” and liquidationism, which reign both in the 
one and the other editorial board. The Menshevik Osip has 
proved to be tied up by the Menshevik “bit of string’. He 
did not pick it up; it picked him up. He has not overpowered 
it, it has overpowered him. 

Tell us, reader, would you prefer to be in the position of 
the Bolshevik Osip or the Menshevik Osip? Tell us, does 
that Marxism in the history of the workers’ movement prove 
to be “narrow and crude” that is more firmly linked with 
the proletarian organisations and is more successfully coping 
with the petty-bourgeois “bit of string’? 


Proletary No. 47-48, Vol. 16 
September 5 (18), 1909 


METHODS OF THE LIQUIDATORS 
AND PARTY TASKS OF THE BOLSHEVIKS 


(Excerpt) 


Liquidationism is a deep-seated social phenomenon, indis- 
solubly connected with the counter-revolutionary mood of the 
liberal bourgeoisie, with disintegration and break-up in the 
democratic petty bourgeoisie. The liberals and petty-bour- 
geois democrats are trying in thousands of ways to demoral- 
ise the revolutionary Social-Democratic Party, to undermine 
and overthrow it, to clear the way for legal workers’ asso- 
ciations in which they might achieve success. And in a time 
like this the liquidators are ideologically and organisationally 
fighting against the most important remainder of the revo- 
lution of yesterday, against the most important bulwark of 
the revolution of tomorrow. The Golosists (from whom the 
Party asks no more than an honest, straight fight, without 
reservations, against the liquidators) by their prevaricating 
are doing the liquidators a service. Menshevism is put in a 
difficulty by the history of counter-revolution: it must either 
fight liquidationism or become its accomplice. Menshevism 
inside out, i.e., otzovism and ultimatumism, also leads in fact 
to strengthening liquidationism: to continue to “dispute” 
about Duma and legal activity, to try to preserve the old 
organisation, not adapting it to the new historical period, to 
the changed conditions, means in fact a policy of revolution- 
ary inaction and destruction of the illegal organisation. 

The Bolsheviks are faced with the task of a fight on two 
flanks—a “central” task (the essence of which has not been 
understood by Maximov, who sees here only insincerity and 
diplomacy). It is impossible to preserve and strengthen the 
illegal Social-Democratic organisation without reconstructing 
it systematically, undeviatingly, step by step, for coping suc- 
cessfully with the present difficult period, for persistent work 
through the “‘strongpoints” of legal possibilities of every kind. 

Objective conditions have dictated this task to the Party. 
Who will solve it? The same objective conditions have dictated 
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a rapprochement of pro-Party members of all factions and 
sections of the Party, above all a rapprochement between the 
Bolsheviks and the pro-Party Mensheviks, and with the Men- 
sheviks of the type of the Vyborg comrades in St. Petersburg 
and the Plekhanovites abroad. The Bolsheviks for their part 
have openly proclaimed the need for this rapprochement, and 
for it we issue a call to all Mensheviks capable of openly 
combating liquidationism, of openly supporting Plekhanov, 
and, of course, to all Menshevik workers above all. The rap- 
prochement will occur rapidly and extensively if an agreement 
with the Plekhanovites is possible: an agreement on the basis 
of the struggle for the Party and the Party principle against 
liquidationism, without any ideological compromises, without 
any glossing over of tactical and other differences of opinion 
within the limits of the Party line. Let all Bolsheviks, and 
especially working-class Bolsheviks in the localities, do 
everything to achieve such agreements. 

If the Plekhanovites prove too weak or unorganised, or do 
not want to reach an agreement, then we shall advance to- 
wards the same goal by a longer route, but in any case we 
shall advance towards it and we shall reach it. Then the Bol- 
shevik faction remains the sole builder of the Party, at once 
and immediately, in the sphere of practical work (for Plekha- 
nov’s help is only literary). We shall exert every effort to 
promote this building, we shall be merciless to the contempt- 
ible subterfuges and prevarications of the Golosists and Ma- 
ximovites; at every step in practical Party work we shall 
expose and brand before the proletariat the anti-Party nature 
of both of them. 

The working class has left the imprint of its proletarian, 
revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics on the entire bour- 
geois revolution in Russia. No efforts of the liberals, liquida- 
tors and accomplices of liquidationism can do away with 
this fact. And the advanced workers will build, and build to 
completion, the revolutionary Social-Democratic Party 
together with those who want to help them in this matter, 
against those who do not want to help them, or are incapable 
of doing so. 


Proletary No. 50, Vol. 16 
November 28 (December 11), 1909 


TOWARDS UNITY 


Exactly a year ago, in February 1909, in Sotsial-Demokrat 
No. 2, we characterised the work of the Party Conference of 
the R.S.D.L.P.41 as putting the Party “on the right path” after 
“a year of disintegration, a year of ideological and political 
disunity, a year of Party driftage” (article: ““On the Road”).* 
We pointed out that the severe crisis affecting our Party was 
undoubtedly not only organisational but also ideological and 
political. We saw the guarantee of a successful struggle of 
the Party organisation against the disintegrating influences 
of the counter-revolutionary period primarily in the fact that 
the tactical decisions of the conference correctly solved the 
fundamental task: the full confirmation by the workers’ party 
of its revolutionary aims derived from the recent period of 
storm and stress, and of its revolutionary Social-Democratic 
tactics confirmed by the experience of the immediate mass 
struggle, and at the same time the taking into account of the 
vast economic and political changes occurring before our 
eyes, the attempts of the autocracy to adapt itself to the 
bourgeois conditions of the era, to organise itself as a bour- 
geois monarchy and to safeguard the interests of tsarism 
and the Black-Hundred landlords by means of an open alli- 
ance, extensively and systematically carried out, with the 
bourgeois top sections in the countryside and with the bosses 
of commercial and industrial capitalism. We outlined the 
Party's organisational task associated with the new historical 
period-the task of the utilisation of all possible legal institu- 
tions by the illegal party, including the Social-Democratic 
group in the Duma, so as to create strongpoints for 
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revolutionary Social-Democratic activity among the masses. 
Pointing out the resemblance between this organisational task 
and that solved by our German comrades at the time of the 
Anti-Socialist Law, we spoke about an “unfortunate deviation 
from persistent proletarian work” in the shape of rejecting 
Social-Democratic activity in the Duma or refraining from 
frank and open criticism of the policy of our Duma group, 
in the shape of rejecting or belittling the illegal Social- 
Democratic Party, of attempts to replace it by an amorphous 
legal organisation, to curtail our revolutionary slogans, and 
so forth. 

By taking this backward glance we can more correctly 
appraise the significance of the recently held plenary session 
of the Central Committee of our Party.*2 The text of the most 
important resolutions adopted by the plenary session will be 
found elsewhere in this issue. Their significance is that they 
are a big step towards actual unity of the Party, towards the 
union of all Party forces, towards unanimous recognition of 
those basic propositions on the tactics of the Party and its organ- 
isation that decide the path of Social-Democracy in our 
difficult period. This path was correctly indicated a year ago 
and it is now being taken by the whole Party, all factions of 
which have become convinced of its correctness. The past 
year was a year of new factional divisions, of new factional 
struggle, a year in which the danger of a breakdown of the 
Party was accentuated. But the conditions of work in the 
localities, the difficult position of the Social-Democratic organ- 
isation, the urgent tasks of the economic and political strug- 
gle of the proletariat, impelled all the factions to unite the 
Social-Democratic forces. The more powerful, insolent and 
rampant the counter-revolution became, the more widely foul 
renegacy and repudiation of the revolution spread among 
the liberal and petty-bourgeois democratic strata, the more 
powerfully were all Social-Democrats drawn towards the 
Party. It is highly characteristic that in the second half of 
1909, under the influence of this whole combination of cir- 
cumstances, such widely divergent members of our Party as 
the Menshevik Comrade Plekhanov, on the one hand, and 
the Vperyod group (a group of Bolsheviks who had departed 
from orthodox Bolshevism),42 on the other, pronounced in 
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favour of the Party principle. In August 1909 the former 
came out vigorously against a split and the policy of splitting 
the Party under the slogan: “The struggle for influence in 
the Party.” The latter group put forward a platform which, 
it is true, at the beginning speaks of a “‘struggle for restoring 
the unity of Bolshevism” but at the end emphatically con- 
demns factionalism, “a party within the Party’, ‘the isola- 
tion and exclusiveness of factions”, and vigorously demands 
their “merging” in the Party, their “fusion”, and the conver- 
sion of the factional centres into centres that are ‘in actual 
fact only ideological and literary” (pp. 18 and 19 of the pam- 
phlet The Present Situation and the Tasks of the Party). 

The path clearly indicated by the majority of the Party 
has now been accepted unanimously—not in every detail, of 
course, but in the main-by all the factions. A year of acute 
factional struggle has led to a decisive step being taken in 
favour of abolishing all factions and every kind of factional- 
ism, in favour of the unity of the Party. It was decided to 
unite all forces for the urgent tasks of the economic and 
political struggle of the proletariat; the closing down of the 
factional organ of the Bolsheviks was announced; a decision 
was adopted unanimously on the need to close down Golos 
Sotsial-Demokrata, i.e., the factional organ of the Menshe- 
viks. A number of resolutions were passed unanimously, 
among which we should specially mention here as the most 
important that on the state of affairs in the Party and that 
on the convocation of the next Party Conference. The first 
of these two resolutions merits particularly detailed exami- 
nation as being, so to speak, the platform for uniting the 
factions. 

It begins with the words: “In furtherance of the basic 
propositions of the resolutions of the 1908 Party Confer- 
ence....’’ We have cited above these basic propositions of 
the three chief resolutions of this Conference of December 
1908: on the appraisal of the present moment and the polit- 
ical tasks of the proletariat, on the organisational policy of 
the Party and on its attitude to the Social-Democratic group 
in the Duma. There cannot be the slightest doubt that there 
is no unanimity in the Party in regard to every detail, each 
item of these resolutions, that the Party press must open its 
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doors widely for their criticism and revision in accordance 
with the dictates of experience and the lessons of the increas- 
ingly complex economic and political struggle, that this work 
of criticism, application and improvement must henceforth 
be regarded by all factions, or more correctly all trends, in 
the Party as a matter of their own self-determination, as a 
matter of elucidating their own policy. But the work of 
criticism and correction of the Party line must not prevent 
unity in Party activity, which cannot cease for a single 
moment, which cannot waver, which must be guided in 
everything by the basic propositions of the above-mentioned 
resolutions. 

In furtherance of these propositions, the first point of the 
decision of the Central Committee recalls the ‘basic princi- 
ples” of Social-Democratic tactics, which, in accordance with 
the method of the whole of international Social-Democracy, 
cannot be calculated—especially in a period such as we are 
passing through—“merely for the given concrete circumstances 
of the immediate future’, but must take into account 
various paths and all possible situations, both the possibility 
of a “rapid break-up” and the possibility of a “relatively 
unchanging situation’. For the first time the possibility arises 
for the proletariat to apply this method in a planned and 
consistent fashion. At one and the same time, in one and 
the same action of the proletariat, in one and the same net- 
work of organisational units, our Party’s tactics must “pre- 
pare the proletariat for a new open revolutionary struggle” 
(without this we should lose the right to beiong to revolution- 
ary Social-Democracy, we should not be carrying out our 
fundamental task, bequeathed to us by the period of 1905 
and dictated by every feature of the contemporary economic 
and political situation) and “afford the proletariat the pos- 
sibility of utilising for itself all the contradictions of the 
unstable regime of counter-revolution” (without this our revo- 
lutionary character would become a mere phrase, the repeti- 
tion of revolutionary words instead of the application of the 
sum-total of the revolutionary experience, knowledge and 
lessons of international Social-Democracy to each practical 
activity, to the utilisation of each contradiction and vacilla- 
tion of tsarism, its allies and all bourgeois parties). 


TOWARDS UNITY 59 


The second point of the resolution characterises the change 
which the workers’ movement in Russia is undergoing. Let 
us unite and go to the aid of the new generation of Social- 
Democratic workers, so that they can solve their historical 
task, renew the Party organisation, and work out new forms 
of struggle, while in no way renouncing the ‘‘tasks of the 
revolution and its methods” but, on the contrary, upholding 
them and preparing a wider and firmer basis for a more 
victorious application of these methods in the coming new 
revolution. 

The third point of the resolution describes the conditions 
which have evoked among politically conscious workers 
everywhere an “urge towards concentration of pro-Party 
Social-Democratic forces, towards the strengthening of Party 
unity”. The chief of these conditions is the strong counter- 
revolutionary current. The enemy is uniting and attacking. 
The old enemies-—tsarism, the tyranny and violence of offi- 
cialdom, the oppression and shameless outrages of the feu- 
dal landlords—are being joined by a new enemy: the bour- 
geoisie, which is becoming increasingly united in conscious 
enmity to the proletariat, an enmity reinforced by its own 
experience. The revolutionaries are being harassed, tortured 
and exterminated as never before. Efforts are being made to 
vilify and defame the revolution, to erase it from the memory 
of the people. But in no country has the working class ever 
yet allowed its enemies to take from it the chief attainment 
of every revolution at all worthy of this name, viz., the expe- 
rience of mass struggle, the conviction of millions of working 
and exploited people that this struggle is essential for any 
serious improvement of their position. And through all its 
trials the working class of Russia will preserve the readiness 
for revolutionary struggle, the mass heroism, by which it 
conquered in 1905 and which will enable it to be victorious 
more than once in the future. 

It is not merely the oppression of counter-revolution and 
the raging of counter-revolutionary sentiments that unite us. 
We are being united too by each step taken in modest, daily 
practical work. The work of the Social-Democrats in the Duma 
makes steady progress, becoming free from the mistakes 
that were inevitable at the outset, overcoming scepticism 
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and indifference, forging the weapon of revolutionary 
propaganda and agitation, of organised class struggle, so 
valued by all Social-Democrats. And every legal congress 
in which workers participate, every legal institution into 
which proletarians penetrate and introduce their class- 
consciousness, the open defence of labour interests and 
democratic demands, conduces to the union of forces and the 
development of the movement as a whole. No persecution by 
the government, no devices resorted to by its Black-Hundred 
and bourgeois allies, can put an end to the manifestations of 
the proletarian struggle in the most varied and sometimes 
unexpected forms, for capitalism itself at each step of its 
development teaches and unites its grave-diggers, multiplying 
their ranks and intensifying their wrath. 
The divided character of the Social-Democratic groups and 
the “parochialism” in their work, from which our movement 
has suffered so much during the last one-and-a-half to two 
years, acts in the same direction (the urge towards partyism). 
It has become impossible to raise the level of practical work 
without concentrating our forces, without creating a guiding 
centre. The Central Committee adopted a number of deci- 
sions on the organisation and functioning of this centre, on 
enlarging it by the addition of practical workers, on uniting 
its work more closely with that in the localities, etc. The 
theoretical interests that inevitably come to the fore during 
a period of stagnation likewise require to be united for the 
defence of socialism in general and of Marxism, as the only 
scientific socialism, especially in view of the bourgeois 
counter-revolution, which is mobilising all its forces to 
combat the ideas of revolutionary Social-Democracy. 
Finally, the last point of the resolution speaks of the ideo- 
logical and political aims of the Social-Democratic movement. 
The acute development occurring within the Social-Demo- 
cratic movement in 1908-09 has led to these problems being 
raised until now in an extraordinarily sharp form and settled 
by a most intense factional struggle. This was no accident, 
but an inevitable phenomenon in the circumstances of the 
crisis and breakdown of the Party organisations. But it was 
inevitable, and the unanimous adoption of the resolution we 
have examined has clearly demonstrated the general effort 
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to go forward, to pass from fighting for disputed basic 
propositions to acknowledging them to be indisputable and 
to intensified co-operative work on the basis of this 
acknowledgement. 

The resolution notes that two kinds of deviations from the 
correct path are inevitably engendered by the present histor- 
ical situation and by bourgeois influence on the proletariat. 
The characteristic features of one of these deviations are 
essentially the following: “Rejection of the illegal Social- 
Democratic Party, belittling of its role and significance, 
attempts to curtail the programmatic and tactical tasks and 
slogans of revolutionary Social-Democracy, etc.” The con- 
nection between these errors within the Social-Democratic 
movement and the counter-revolutionary bourgeois current 
outside it is obvious. Nothing is so hateful to the bourgeoi- 
sie and tsarism as the illegal Social-Democratic Party, which 
proves by its work its loyalty to the behests of the revolu- 
tion, its unswerving readiness to wage a relentless struggle 
against the foundations of Stolypin’s “legality”. Nothing is 
so hateful to the bourgeoisie and the servitors of tsarism as 
the revolutionary aims and slogans of Social-Democracy. It 
is our imperative task to defend both the one and the other 
and it is the combination of illegal and legal work that 
especially demands from us that we combat every “belittling 
of the role and significance’ of the illegal Party. It is just 
the need to defend the Party position on minor matters, in 
more modest measures, in particular instances, in the legal 
framework, that especially requires us to see to it that these 
aims and slogans are not curtailed, that the changed form of 
the struggle does not destroy its content, does not make it 
less irreconcilable, does not distort the historical perspective 
and historical aim of the proletariat, viz., through a series 
of bourgeois revolutions that achieve a democratic republic 
to lead all working and exploited people, the whole mass of 
the people, to the proletarian revolution which overthrows 
capitalism itself. 

On the other hand-and here we proceed to characterise 
the other deviation-it is impossible to carry out in practice 
daily revolutionary Social-Democratic work without learn- 
ing how to change its forms, adapting them to the specific 
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character of each new historical period. ‘Rejection of Social- 
Democratic work in the Duma and of utilising legal oppor- 
tunities, a failure to understand the importance of both of 
them” is just the kind of deviation which makes it impossible 
in practice to pursue a class Social-Democratic policy. The 
new stage of the historical development of Russia confronts 
us with new tasks. This does not mean that the old tasks 
have already been solved, that it is permissible to abandon 
them; it means that it is necessary to take account of these 
new tasks, to find new forms of struggle, to work out the 
tactics and organisation appropriate to them. 

Once agreement has begun to be established in the Party 
on these basic questions, an agreement on the need to over- 
come both of the above-mentioned deviations, chiefly by ex- 
tending and deepening Social-Democratic work-the chief 
requirement (for correctly determining the “ideological and 
political tasks of the Social-Democratic movement’) has been 
achieved. We must now systematically put this achievement 
into effect, ensure a full and clear understanding of these 
tasks by all Party circles, by all local Party workers, carry to 
its logical conclusion the explanation of the danger of both 
deviations in all fields of activity, and put the work on such 
a footing as to make impossible any vacillation to one side 
or the other. Practical steps in implementing the decisions 
adopted and the needs of the economic and political struggle 
itself will then themselves show what remains to be done 
here and how to do it. 

Among these needs is one that forms part of the ordinary 
course of Party life (when this “ordinary course” exists). We 
are referring to a Party conference, which would bring 
together from all parts of Russia representatives of pro-Party 
Social-Democratic organisations and groups actually engaged 
in local work. This task may be a modest one but the present 
breakdown has made it terribly difficult. The resolution of 
the Central Committee takes into account the new difficulties 
(the election of regional delegates by individual local Party 
units and not by regional conferences, if the latter cannot be 
convened) and the new tasks (the participation with a 
consultative voice of Party functionaries from the legal 
movement). 
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The objective conditions require that the basis “of the 
Party's organisation should consist of illegal workers’ units 
that are modest as regards size and present forms of work. 
Much more initiative and independent activity than previ- 
ously, however, is required of them in order to learn to 
carry out revolutionary Social-Democratic work systemati- 
cally, undeviatingly and in a planned way in the present 
difficult situation, and the more so because in very many 
cases they cannot expect assistance from old, experienced 
comrades. And these primary units cannot solve the tasks of 
constant influence on the masses and interaction with the 
masses without establishing, firstly, firm connections with 
one another and, secondly, without strongpoints in the form 
of all possible kinds of legal institutions. Hence the necessity 
for a conference of delegates of these illegal primary units— 
first of all, immediately and at all costs. Hence the need to 
draw in pro-Party Social-Democrats from the legal move- 
ment, representatives “of Social-Democratic groups in the 
legal movement that are ready to establish a firm organisa- 
tional connection with the local Party centres’. Who among 
our legal Social-Democrats is really pro-Party, in deeds and 
not merely in words, who among them has really understood 
the new conditions of work outlined above and how to com- 
bine with them the old aims of revolutionary Social-Democ- 
racy, who is sincerely prepared to work for the fulfilment 
of these aims, which groups are really prepared to establish 
a firm organisational connection with the Party-this is some- 
thing that can only be ascertained in the localities, in the 
actual course of daily illegal work. 

Let us hope that all Social-Democratic forces will unite 
for this work, that Party functionaries at the centre and 
in the localities will set about preparing the conference with 
the utmost vigour, that this conference will help definitively 
to reinforce our Party unity and vigorously promote the 
creation of a broader, more stable and more flexible 
proletarian basis for the future revolutionary battles. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 11, Vol. 16 
February 13 (26), 1910 


GOLOS (VOICE) OF THE LIQUIDATORS 
AGAINST THE PARTY 


Reply to Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 


Golos Sotsial-Demokrata No. 19-20 and the manifesto of 
Comrades Axelrod, Dan, Martov and Martynov, published 
separately under the heading “Letter to the Comrades’, 
are so much in the nature of a bomb intended to disrupt the 
Party immediately after the unity plenum that we are forced 
to come forward with an immediate, although brief and 
incomplete, warning, and to address a caution to all Social- 
Democrats. 

We shall begin with the fact that Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
directs its fire at us, at the editorial board of the Central 
Organ. It accuses us, through the mouth of Comrade Martov, 
of relegating his article to Diskussionny Listok.” “My article 
does not discuss the decisions of the plenum at all,” writes 
Comrade Martov and he lays stress on this; the same thing 
is repeated word for word in the “Letter to the Comrades”. 

Anyone who cares to read Comrade Martov’s article headed 
“On the Right Path’, will see that it directly discusses the 
decisions of the plenum, directly opposes the decisions on 
the composition of the Central Organ, and gives a detailed 
justification of the theory of the equality of trends, of the 
“neutralisation” of trends. The glaring untruth uttered by 
Comrade Martov and the whole editorial board of Golos in 
alleging that this controversial article ‘‘does not discuss’’ the 
decisions of the plenum looks like a downright mockery of 
Party decisions. 

If anyone is unclear about the difference between discussing 
the decisions of the plenum and conscientiously imple- 
menting the line of the plenum in the Central Organ itself, 
we invite such people, and particularly the Mensheviks, to 
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reflect on Comrade Plekhanov’s instructive article in the 
current issue of the Central Organ and on the no less instruc- 
tive No. 11 of Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata by the same author. 
A Menshevik who does not want to flout the Party decision 
and Party unity cannot deny that in Dnevnik Comrade 
Plekhanov discusses the decisions of the plenum, whereas 
in the article “In Defence of Underground Activity” he 
defends the Party line. How can one fail to understand this 
difference unless one is pursuing the malicious aim of 
disrupting the decisions of the plenum? 

But it is not enough that Comrade Martov and the whole 
editorial board of Golos utter a glaring untruth in alleging 
that the article “On the Right Path’ does not discuss the 
decisions of the plenum. The article contains something far 
worse. It is based entirely on the theory of equality of the 
illegal Party, ie., the R.S.D.L.P., on the one hand, and of 
the legalists, who have broken away from the Party, yet want 
to be called Social-Democrats, on the other. The article is 
based entirely on the theory of a split between these “two 
parts’ of the working-class vanguard, these “two parts of 
Social-Democracy”, which should unite on the same principles 
of “equality and neutralisation” on which all parts of a 
whole that have split up always unite! 

Shortage of space prevents us from adding to the quota- 
tions confirming this description of Martov’s views. This will 
be done in a series of other articles, if it is at all necessary, 
for scarcely anyone will dare to deny that Martov puts 
forward the “theory of equality”. 

Yet this new theory is in direct opposition to the decisions 
of the plenum; more than that, it is a downright mockery of 
them. The meaning of these decisions, which is clear to all 
who are conscientiously fulfilling the decisions of the plenum, 
is that what has to be done away with is the split between 
the pro-Party Mensheviks and the pro-Party Bolsheviks, the 
split between these ancient factions, and by no means the 
“split” between all the legalists in general and our illegal 
R.S.D.L.P. The legalists who have broken away from the 
Party are not at all to be regarded as a “part of Social- 
Democracy” similar to the Party or on a par with the Party. 
On the contrary, they are being called back to the Party on 
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the definitely expressed condition that they break with 
liquidationism (i.e., legalism at all costs) and come over to the 
Party standpoint, to the “Party way of life’. The Central 
Committee’s letter on the conference, this official commentary 
on the resolutions of the plenum, one which is absolutely 
binding on the Party, says with the utmost clarity that it is 
the illegal organisations* that must judge whether the 
legalists are in actual tact pro-Party, i.e., it specifically rejects 
the “theory of equality”! 

By a specific decision of the plenum this letter of the 
Central Committee was drawn up by a special committee 
consisting of Comrades Grigory, Innokenty and Martov. The 
letter was endorsed unanimously by the whole of this com- 
mittee. Now Comrade Martov, as if inspired by some evil 
spirit, performs a volte-face, writes an article wholly imbued 
with a directly opposite theory, and in addition complains, 
as if in mockery, of the Party, when this article is declared 
controversial | 

It is quite obvious that this theory of equality, which is 
expressed in all the other articles of Golos still more sharply 
and crudely than in the case of Martov, leads in fact to the 
Party being subordinated to the liquidators, for the legalist 
who sets himself against the illegal Party, considering him- 
self on a par with it, is nothing but a liquidator. The “equal- 
ity” between an illegal Social-Democrat who is persecuted 
by the police and a legalist who is safeguarded by his 
legality and his divorce from the Party is in fact the “equal- 
ity’’ between the worker and the capitalist. 

All this is so apparent, Golos’s contemptuous treatment of 
the decision of the plenum and of the explanation of this 
decision in the Central Committee’s letter is so obvious, that 
Martov’s article can only be called one that points out the 


* See No. 11 of the Central Organ, pp. 11-12: “Only the local organ- 
isations can ensure that this additional representation is extended 
solely to real (the “Letter’s” italics) pro-Party elements; our local 
workers will judge not only by the words of these leaders of the legal 
movement, but also by their deeds, and will exert every effort so that 
only those are drawn in who in essence are even now part of our 
party, who wish to join our Party organisation in order really to work 
in it, to strengthen it, to subordinate themselves to it and serve it”, etc. 
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“true path’ ... to the victory of the liquidators over the 
Party. 

The pro-Party Mensheviks have already seen this danger. 
The proof is No. 11 of Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata, in which 
the Menshevik Plekhanov, who had only read the plenum 
resolutions and had not yet seen the Central Committee’s 
“Letter”, expressly points out that in the case of an “‘inatten- 
tive attitude” to the text of the resolution on the legalists, 
who are “ready to establish a firm organisational connection 
with the local Party centres’, “the ‘liquidators’ may find here 
a convenient loophole for themselves’ (p. 20). 

Is it not evident that Plekhanov has an excellent knowl- 
edge of his Golosists? He has pointed out the very same 
loophole of the liquidators that Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
No. 19-20 has been “working on” with all its might, in 
almost all its articles, from the first line to the last. Are we 
not entitled to call it the “voice” of the liquidators? 

The lengths to which the Golosists go in their defence of 
liquidationism can be seen from the following passage in 


the “Letter to the Comrades”: .., “The Central Organ... has 
to win the confidence both of the viable elements of the 
old underground organisations ... [the underground Party 


organisations display full confidence in both the Central 
Committee and the Central Organ; it is ridiculous to speak 
of “winning” here] ... and of the new legal organisations 
which are now the chief centre [there you have it!] of Social- 
Democratic work.”’ Thus the legalists who have broken away 
from the Party are the chief centre. It is not they who have 
to win the confidence of the Party, to become pro-Party in 
reality, to join the Party, to return to the Party principle, 
but the Party in the shape of the Central Organ which 
has to “win their confidence’’-evidently by that hidden 
defence of liquidationism, that preparation of loopholes for 
liquidationism, which we see in Golos!! 

The whole of Comrade F. Dan’s article “The Fight for 
Legality’ is imbued with the spirit of liquidationism, going 
as far as downright reformism. By saying that “the fight for 
legality” is “‘one of the principal revolutionary tasks”, that 
it is the ‘banner’, etc., Comrade Dan defends not the Social- 
Democratic but the Cadet point of view. Comrade Dan 
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proclaims “illegal solidarity as an essential weapon in the 
fight for legality”. This is in the Cadet spirit. For the Cadets 
the Party is illegal, but their illegality is merely “an essential 
weapon in the fight for legality’. For the Social-Democrats 
legal solidarity is at the present time one of the essential 
weapons of the illegal Party. 

... Only in the light of this [the fight for legality], in 
its name, is it possible at the present time for the proletariat 
to wage a struggle which sets itself... the aim ... of over- 
throwing the autocracy....” 

This argument again must be turned inside out for it to 
become a Social-Democratic argument. Only in the light of 
the struggle to overthrow the autocracy, only in its name, 
is Social-Democratic work in legal organisations really pos- 
sible. Only in the name of the struggle for the uncurtailed 
revolutionary demands of the proletariat, only in the light of 
the programme and tactics of revolutionary Marxism, is it 
possible for Social-Democrats to make really successful use 
of all legal opportunities, is it possible and necessary to 
defend these opportunities with the utmost determination, and 
to convert them into strongpoints for our Party work. 

But this too is not all. The Golosists act in direct contra- 
diction to the decisions of the plenum when they come 
forward in their letter and in their newspaper with agitation 
for the continuance of ‘‘Golos’’ in spite of the decisions of 
the Central Committee. We are not going to examine here 
the ludicrous and miserable sophistry by which they seek 
to justify the breach of a Party decision. We prefer to con- 
fine ourselves—at least in the present short article-to a 
reference to the voice of pro-Party Menshevism, to No. 11 
of Dnevnik. Comrade Plekhanov foresaw also this loophole 
of the liquidators, saying frankly, simply and clearly some- 
thing that no loyal Social-Democrat can doubt. ‘The agitation 
against the closing down of Golos,” he writes on p. 18, is 
“an agitation against the abolition of the faction, i.e., for 
reducing to naught the chief possible result of the Central 
Committee’s plenary meeting.” What does Golos Sotsial- 
Demokrata represent for the Mensheviks of the trend 
concerned? It is their actual factional-and moreover 
irresponsible—centre. 
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Precisely so. To reduce unity to naught-that is what the 
concern of Golos No. 19-20 and of the manifesto of the four 
editors of Golos against the decisions of the plenum amounts 
to. After the unity plenum they came out with a much more 
open and much more impudent defence of liquidationism 
than prior to it. When their manifesto tells the Mensheviks 
that the letter of the C.C. Bureau Abroad to the groups,‘6 
which calls for the creation of real unity, was adopted against 
the votes of the Menshevik and Bundist members of the 
Bureau Abroad, everyone realises that we are confronted 
with a poorly disguised call for non-compliance with this 
letter and for disruption of unity abroad. Let the pro-Party 
Mensheviks who condemn the Golosists pass from condem- 
nation to action if they want at all costs to uphold Party 
unity. This unity depends now on the pro-Party Mensheviks, 
on their readiness and ability to wage an open fight both 
against the foreign and the Russian “actual centre” of the 
Golosist liquidators. 

This Russian centre, the Russian M.C. (Menshevik Centre) 
comes out plainly in Golos No. 19-20 with an “Open Letter’’4’ 
in which Plekhanov is declared “a liquidator of the ideas of 
Menshevism”. The Mensheviks’ withdrawal from the Party 
is explained-it would be more correct to say, is justified—by 
the “universally known phenomenon of the necrosis of the 
Party units’!! Those who withdraw-the manifesto of the 
M. C. tells us—are “falsely called liquidators” (p. 24 of Golos). 

We ask any Social-Democrats who are at all capable of 
impartiality, we ask particularly working-class Social- 
Democrats, irrespective of trends, whether the appearance of 
such a manifesto of the M.C. on the morrow of the plenum 
does not reduce to naught the efforts for unity. 

We consider it our duty to inform the whole Party of the 
names of those who signed this famous document, which, we 
are sure, will have the ill-fame attaching to the name of 
Herostratus: 1) Avgustovsky, 2) Anton, 3) Vadim, 4) V. Pet- 
rova, 5) Georgy, 6) Georg, 7) Yevg. Ha-az, 8) Kramolnikov, 
9) D. Koltsov, 10) Nat. Mikhailova, 11) Roman, 12) Romul, 
13) Solomonov, 14) Cherevanin (of course!), 15) Yuri, 
16) Y. P-y. 
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“These signatories,” says the editorial board of Golos, 
are old Party workers, well known to the editorial board; 
some of them have held responsible posts in the Party.” 

These names, we reply, will be nailed to the pillory by all 
class-conscious Social-Democratic workers when they read 
Golos S. D. No. 19-20, when they learn the decisions of the 
plenum, when they become aware of the following fact: 

The Russian Bureau of the C.C. has recently sent an 
official letter to the C.C.B.A. (the executive organ abroad of 
the Central Committee). This letter states in so many words: 

... ‘We made a proposal to Comrades Mikhail, Roman and 
Yuri [we stressed these names above] that they should set 
to work, but we received a reply trom them saying that not 
only do they consider the decisions of the plenum harmful 
but they find the very existence of the C.C. harmful. On 
these grounds, they refuse even to appear at any meeting for 
co-optation....’”* 

(Let us make it clear for our own part: the chiefs of the 
Menshevik Centre not only themselves refuse to support the 
C.C., but they refuse to appear for co-opting other Menshe- 
viks, for co-opting Menshevik workers, being very well aware 
that the refusal to appear for the co-optation will hold up 
the work of the C.C., will hold up its tormation, and will 


* We shall cite in addition all the passages of the letters (of the 
Russian Bureau of the C.C. and of one of the C.C. members operating 
in Russia) relating to the convocation of the C.C. in Russia: 

“.,. We request Comrades Martov and the Menshevik members of 
the C.C. to communicate to us immediately the names and addresses 
of the comrades whom they propose to co-opt (the St. Petersburg Men- 
sheviks have refused to do this)”.... “It is impossible for the time 
being to convene the Russian collegium: practically no one has agreed 
to be co-opted, at present only one Bolshevik has agreed, and that 
conditionally. The Mensheviks (Mikhail, Roman and Yuri) have cate- 
gorically retused, considering the work of the Central Committee harm- 
ful. The resolutions of the plenum, in the opinion of Mikhail and 
others, are also harmful. The interference of the C.C. in the sponta- 
neous process of the grouping of Social-Democratic forces in legal 
organisations that is now taking place is, in their words, like pluck- 
ing the fruit trom the mother’s womb after two months’ pregnancy. 
We ask you immediately to indicate to us other comrades to whom 
we may address a proposal that they should be cc-opted. It is also 
desirable to publish the attitude of the comrades to this behaviour of 
Mikhail and the others." 
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compel the C.C. to postpone, perhaps for months, the very 
commencement of its work as a C.C.) 

Thus the same people who declare in print, with the assist- 
ance and approval of Axelrod, Dan, Martov and Martynov, 
that Plekhanov “falsely calls them ‘liquidators’”’ are directly 
disrupting the very existence of the C.C. and are proclaiming 
its existence harmful. 

The same people who are exclaiming in the illegal press 
(through Golos) and in the legal press (through the liberals) 
about “the universally known phenomenon of the necrosis of 
the Party units”, are themselves disrupting attempts to put 
in order, restore and set going these Party units and even 
such a Party unit as the Central Committee. 

Let all Social-Democrats be aware now who the manifesto 
of Comrades Axelrod, Dan, Martov and Martynov is allud- 
ing to when it speaks of “leaders of the legal movement who 
have now occupied the advanced posts of the militant pro- 
letariat’’. Let all Social-Democrats be aware now who it is 
that the editorial board of Golos is addressing when it writes: 
“We should like the comrades [of the type of Mikhail, Roman 
and Yuri] to appreciate the breach which has been made in 
the official dogma that has actually condemned the Party 
organisation to inevitable decay, and to attempt to occupy 
the positions that have been opened to them (Mikhail, Ro- 
man, Yuri and the like] owing to this breach.” 

We address ourselves to all organisations, to all groups 
of our Party, and we ask them: do they intend to tolerate 
this flouting of Social-Democracy? Is it permissible now to 
remain passive spectators of what is taking place, or is 
it obligatory for them to undertake a resolute fight against 
the trend that is undermining the very existence of the 
Party? 

We ask all Russian Social-Democrats: can they now still 
remain in doubt as to the practical, real political significance 
of the “theory of equality” of trends, of the equality of the 
legalists and the illegal Party, of the theory of the ‘fight 
for legality’, etc., etc.? 

These theories, these arguments, these loopholes, are the 
verbal shield behind which are concealed such enemies 
of Social-Democracy as those like Mikhail, Roman and 
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Yuri, such political accomplices of them as the sixteen 
Herostratean Mensheviks, such ideological leaders as the 
literati who conduct the “Voice of the Liquidators’. 

And so, No. 19-20 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata and the 
splitting manifesto of the four editors of Golos, “To the 
Comrades”, is direct agitation: 

for a factional organ against unity, 

against unity abroad, 

in defence of flagrant liquidationism, 

in defence of the downright opponents of the very existence 
of the C.C. 


Against the Party! 
The conspiracy against the Party is revealed. Let all to 


whom the existence of the R.S.D.L.P. is dear come to the aid 
of the Party! 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 12, Vol. 16 
March 23 (April 5), 1910 


NOTES OF A PUBLICIST 
(Excerpt) 


I 
THE “UNITY CRISIS” IN OUR PARTY 


On reading this title, some readers perhaps will hardly 
believe their eyes. ‘Well, that’s the limit! What a lot of 
crises we have had in our own Party, and now all of a 
sudden a new crisis, a unity crisis!” 

The expression which sounds so queer I have borrowed 
from Liebknecht. He used it in 1875 in a letter (dated 
April 21) to Engels, giving an account of the union of the 
Lassalleans and the Eisenachers.42 Marx and Engels thought 
at that time that no good would come of this union. Lieb- 
knecht brushed aside their fears and asserted that the German 
Social-Democratic Party, which had successfully survived 
all sorts of crises, would also survive the ‘unity crisis’ (see 
Gustav Mayer, Johann Baptist von Schweitzer und die 
Sozialdemokratie, Jena, 1909, S. 424). 

There can be no doubt whatever that our Party too, the 
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party, will successfully 
survive its unity crisis. That it is now passing through such 
a crisis is obvious to everyone who is acquainted with the 
decisions of the plenary meeting of the Central Committee 
and with the events that followed. If one were to judge by 
the resolutions of the plenum, the union might seem to be 
most complete and fully accomplished. But if one were to 
judge by what is taking place now in the beginning of 
May 1910, if one were to judge by the determined struggle 
of the Central Organ against Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, which 
is published by the liquidators, by the controversy that has 
flared up between Plekhanov and the other pro-Party Men- 
sheviks, on the one hand, and the Golosists on the other, or 
by the extremely abusive attacks of the ‘“Vperyod group” on 
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the Central Organ (see the recent leaflet of the group, 
entitled “To the Bolshevik Comrades”), then all unity might 
easily appear to an outsider to be a mere phantom. 

The avowed enemies of the Party are rejoicing. The 
Vperyodists, the adherents and screeners of otzovism, are 
indulging in unbridled abuse. Still more bitter is the abuse 
levelled by the leaders of the liquidators, Axelrod, Martynov, 
Martov, Potresov and others, in their ‘Necessary Supple- 
ment to Plekhanov’s Dnevnik’’. The “‘conciliators’” are at a 
loss, complaining and uttering helpless phrases (see the 
resolution passed on April 17, 1910, by the Vienna Social- 
Democratic Party Club, which shares Trotsky’s viewpoint). 

But the most important and fundamental question as to 
the reasons why our Party union is developing in this and 
in no other way, why the (seemingly) complete unity at the 
plenum is now replaced by (seemingly) complete disunity, 
and also the question of what the trend of the further devel- 
opment of the Party should be in view of the “relationship 
of forces” inside and outside our Party—these fundamental 
questions are not answered either by the liquidators (Golos 
group) or by the otzovists (Vperyod group) or the conciliators 
(Trotsky and the “Viennese’’). 

Abuse and phrase-mongering are no answer. 


1. TWO VIEWS ON UNITY 


With touching unanimity the liquidators and the otzovists 
are abusing the Bolsheviks up hill and down dale (the 
liquidators attack Plekhanov as well). The Bolsheviks are to 
blame, the Bolshevik Centre is to blame, the “ ‘individualistic’ 
habits of Lenin and Plekhanov” (p. 15 of the “Necessary 
Supplement’) are to blame, as well as the “irresponsible 
group” of “former members of the Bolshevik Centre’ (see 
the leaflet of the Vperyod group). In this respect the liquida- 
tors and the otzovists are entirely at one; their bloc against 
orthodox Bolshevism (a bloc which more than once character- 
ised the struggle at the plenum, which I deal with separately 
below) is an indisputable fact; the representatives of two 
extreme tendencies, each of them equally expressing subor- 
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dination to bourgeois ideas, each of them equally anti-Party, 
are entirely at one in their internal Party policy, in their 
struggle against the Bolsheviks and in proclaiming the 
Central Organ to be ‘Bolshevik’. But the strongest abuse 
from Axelrod and Alexinsky only serves to screen their 
complete failure to understand the meaning and importance 
of Party unity. Trotsky’s (the Viennese) resolution only dif- 
fers outwardly from the “effusions” of Axelrod and Alexin- 
sky. It is drafted very “cautiously” and lays claim to “above 
faction” fairness. But what is its meaning? The “Bolshevik 
leaders” are to blame for everything-this is the same 
“philosophy of history” as that of Axelrod and Alexinsky. 

The very first paragraph of the Vienna resolution states: 
... ‘the representatives of all factions and trends ... by their 
decision [at the plenum] consciously and deliberately as- 
sumed responsibility for carrying out the adopted resolutions 
in the present conditions, in co-operation with the given 
persons, groups and institutions.” This refers to “conflicts in 
the Central Organ”. Who is “responsible for carrying out 
the resolutions” of the plenum in the Central Organ? Obvi- 
ously the majority of the Central Organ, i.e., the Bolsheviks 
and the Poles; it is they who are responsible for carrying out 
the resolutions of the plenum-“in co-operation with the given 
persons”, i.e., with the Golosists and Vperyodists. 

What does the principal resolution of the plenum say in 
that part of it which deals with the most “vexed” problems 
of our Party, with questions which were most disputable 
before the plenum and which should have become least 
disputable after the plenum? 

It says that bourgeois influence over the proletariat mani- 
fests itself, on the one hand, in rejecting the illegal Social- 
Democratic Party and belittling its role and importance, etc., 
and, on the other hand, in rejecting Social-Democratic work 
in the Duma as well as the utilisation of legal possibilities, 
the failure to grasp the importance of both the one and the 
other, etc, 

Now what is the meaning of this resolution? 

Does it mean that the Golosists should have sincerely and 
irrevocably put an end to rejecting the illegal Party and 
belittling it, etc., that they should have admitted this to be 
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a deviation, that they should have got rid of it, and done 
positive work in a spirit hostile to this deviation; that the 
Vperyodists should have sincerely and irrevocably put an 
end to rejecting Duma work and legal possibilities, etc.; that 
the majority of the Central Organ should in every way have 
enlisted the “co-operation” of the Golosists and Vperyodists 
on condition that they sincerely, consistently and irrevocably 
renounced the ‘deviations’ described in detail in the 
resolution of the plenum? 

Or does the resolution mean that the majority of the 
Central Organ is responsible for carrying out the resolutions 
(on the overcoming of liquidationist and otzovist deviations) 
“in co-operation with the given’’ Golosists, who continue as 
before and even more crudely to defend liquidationism, 
and with the given Vperyodists, who continue as before 
and even more crudely to assert the legitimacy of otzovism, 
ultimatumism, etc.? 

This question needs only to be put for one to see how 
hollow are the eloquent phrases in Trotsky’s resolution, to 
see how in reality they serve to defend the very position held 
by Axelrod and Co., and Alexinsky and Co. 

In the very first words of his resolution Trotsky expressed 
the full spirit of the worst kind of conciliation, “conciliation” 
in inverted commas, of a sectarian and philistine conciliation, 
which deals with the “given persons” and not the given line 
of policy, the given spirit, the given ideological and political 
content of Party work. 

It is in this that the enormous difference lies between real 
partyism, which consists in purging the Party of liquidation- 
ism and otzovism, and the “conciliation” of Trotsky and Co., 
which actually renders the most faithful service to the liqui- 
dators and otzovists, and is therefore an evil that is all the 
more dangerous to the Party the more cunningly, artfully 
and rhetorically it cloaks itself with professedly pro-Party, 
professedly anti-factional declamations. 

In point of fact, what is it that we have been given as the 
task of the Party? 

Is it “given persons, groups and institutions” that we have 
been “given” and that have to be “reconciled” irrespective 
of their policy, irrespective of the content of their work, 
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irrespective of their attitude towards liquidationism and 
otzovism? 

Or have we been given a Party line, an ideological and 
political direction and content of our entire work, the task 
of purging this work of liquidationism and otzovism—a task 
that must be carried out irrespective of “persons, groups 
and institutions’, in spite of the opposition of “persons, 
institutions and groups” which disagree with that policy or do 
not carry it out? 

Two views are possible on the meaning of and conditions 
for the achievement of any kind of Party unity. It is extremely 
important to grasp the difference between these views, for 
they become entangled and confused in the course of devel- 
opment of our “unity crisis” and it is impossible to orientate 
ourselves in this crisis unless we draw a sharp line between 
them. 

One view on unity may place in the forefront the “reconcil- 
iation” of “given persons, groups and institutions’. The 
identity of their views on Party work, on the policy of that 
work, is a secondary matter. One should try to keep silent 
about differences of opinion and not elucidate their causes, 
their significance, their objective conditions. The chief thing 
is to ‘reconcile’ persons and groups. If they do not agree 
on carrying out a common policy, that policy must be in- 
terpreted in such a way as to be acceptable to all. Live and 
let live. This is philistine “conciliation”, which inevitably 
leads to sectarian diplomacy. To “stop up” the sources of 
disagreement, to keep silent about them, to “adjust” ‘‘con- 
flicts’” at all costs, to neutralise the conflicting trends—it is 
to this that the main attention of such “‘conciliation’’ is 
directed. In circumstances in which the illegal Party requires 
a base of operations abroad, this sectarian diplomacy opens 
the door to “persons, groups and institutions” that play the 
part of “honest brokers” in all kinds of attempts at 
“conciliation” and “neutralisation”. 

Here is what Martov, in Golos No. 19-20, relates of one 
such attempt at the plenum: 

“The Mensheviks, Pravdists and Bundists proposed a composition 


of the Central Organ which would ensure ‘neutralisation’ of the two 
opposite trends in the Party ideology, and would not give a definite 


78 v. I. LENIN 


majority to either of them, thus compelling the Party organ to work 
out, in relation to each essential question, that mean course which 
could unite the majority of Party workers.” 


As is known, the proposal of the Mensheviks was not 
adopted. Trotsky, who put himself forward as candidate for 
the Central Organ in the capacity of neutraliser, was defeat- 
ed. The candidature of a Bundist for the same post (the 
Mensheviks in their speeches proposed such a candidate) 
was not even put to the vote. 

Such is the actual role of those ‘‘conciliators”, in the bad 
sense of the word, who wrote the Vienna resolution and 
whose views are expressed in Yonov’s article in No. 4 of 
Otkliki Bunda, which I have just received. The Mensheviks 
did not venture to propose a Central Organ with a majority 
of their own trend, although, as is seen from Martov’s argu- 
ment above quoted, they recognised the existence of two 
opposite trends in the Party. The Mensheviks did not even 
think of proposing a Central Organ with a majority of 
their trend. They did not even attempt to insist on a Central 
Organ with any definite trend at all (so obvious at the ple- 
nary session was the absence of any trend among the Men- 
sheviks, who were only required, only expected, to make 
a sincere and consistent renunciation of liquidationism). The 
Mensheviks tried to secure “neutralisation” of the Central 
Organ and they proposed as neutralisers either a Bundist or 
Trotsky. The Bundist or Trotsky was to play the part of a 
matchmaker who would undertake to “unite in wedlock” 
“given persons, groups and institutions’, irrespective of 
whether one of the sides had renounced liquidationism or not. 

This standpoint of a matchmaker constitutes the entire 
“ideological basis’ of Trotsky’s and Yonov’s conciliation. 
When they complain and weep over the failure to achieve 
unity, it must be taken cum grano salis. It must be taken to 
mean that the matchmaking failed. The “failure” of the hopes 
of unity cherished by Trotsky and Yonov, hopes of unity 
with “given persons, groups and institutions” irrespective of 
their attitude to liquidationism, signifies only the failure of 
the matchmakers, the falsity, the hopelessness, the wretched- 
ness of the matchmaking point of view, but it does not at 
all signify the failure of Party unity. 
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There is another view on this unity, namely, that long ago 
a number of profound objective causes, independently of the 
particular composition of the “given persons, groups and 
institutions’ (submitted to the plenum and at the plenum), 
began to bring about and are steadily continuing to bring 
about in the two old and principal Russian factions of Social- 
Democracy changes that create-sometimes undesired and 
even unperceived by some of the “given persons, groups and 
institutions’—ideological and organisational bases for unity. 
These objective conditions are rooted in the specific features 
of the present period of bourgeois development in Russia, 
the period of bourgeois counter-revolution and attempts by 
the autocracy to remodel itself on the pattern of a bourgeois 
monarchy. These objective conditions simultaneously give 
rise to inseparably interconnected changes in the character 
of the working-class movement, in the composition, type and 
features of the Social-Democratic vanguard, as well as 
changes in the ideological and political tasks of the Social- 
Democratic movement. Hence the bourgeois influence over the 
proletariat that gives rise to liquidationism (—semi-liberal- 
ism, which likes to consider itself part of Social-Democracy) 
and otzovism (=semi-anarchism, which likes to consider 
itself part of Social-Democracy) is not an accident, nor evil 
design, stupidity or error on the part of some individual, but 
the inevitable result of the action of these objective causes, 
and the superstructure of the entire labour movement in 
present-day Russia, which is inseparable from the “basis”. 
The realisation of the danger, of the non-Social-Democratic 
nature and harmfulness to the labour movement of both these 
deviations brings about a rapprochement between the 
elements of various factions and paves the way to Party 
unity “despite all obstacles”. 

From this point of view the unification of the Party may 
proceed slowly, with difficulties, vacillations, waverings and 
relapses, but proceed it must. From this point of view the 
process of unification does not necessarily take place among 
“given persons, groups and institutions’, but irrespective of 
given persons, subordinating them, rejecting those of them 
who do not understand or who do not want to understand the 
requirements of objective development, promoting and 
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enlisting new persons not belonging to those “given”, effecting 
changes, reshufflings and regroupings within the old factions, 
trends and divisions. From this point of view, unity is insep- 
arable from its ideological foundation, it can grow only on 
the basis of an ideological rapprochement, it is connected 
with the appearance, development and growth of such devia- 
tions as liquidationism and otzovism, not by the accidental 
connection between particular polemical statements of this 
or that literary controversy, but by an internal, indissoluble 
link such as that which binds cause and effect. 


2. “THE FIGHT ON TWO FRONTS” 
AND THE OVERCOMING OF DEVIATIONS 


Such are the two fundamentally different and radically 
divergent views on the nature and significance of our Party 
unity. 

The question is, which of these views forms the basis of 
the plenum resolution? Whoever wishes to ponder over it 
will perceive that it is the second view that forms the basis, 
but in some passages the resolution clearly reveals traces 
of partial “amendments” in the spirit of the first view. How- 
ever, these “amendments”, while worsening the resolution, 
in no way remove its basis, its main content, which is 
thoroughly imbued with the second point of view. 

In order to demonstrate that this is so, that the “amend- 
ments” in the spirit of sectarian diplomacy are really in the 
nature of partial amendments, that they do not alter the 
essence of the matter and the principle underlying the reso- 
lution, I shall deal with certain points and certain passages 
in the resolution on the state of affairs in the Party, which 
have already been touched upon in the Party press. I shall 
start from the end. 

After accusing the “leaders of the old factions’ of doing 
everything to prevent unity being established, of behaving in 
the same way at the plenum too so that “every inch of 
ground had to be taken from them by storm”, Yonov writes: 


“Comrade Lenin did not want ‘to overcome the dangerous 
deviations’ by means of ‘broadening and deepening Social-Democratic 
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activities’. He strove quite energetically to put the theory of the ‘fight 
on two fronts’ in the centre of all Party activities. He did not even 
think of abolishing ‘the state of reinforced protection’ within the 
Party” (p. 22, Art. 1). 


This refers to §4, clause “b”’, of the resolution on the 
situation in the Party.“ The draft of this resolution was sub- 
mitted to the Central Committee by myself, and the clause 
in question was altered by the plenum itself after the com- 
mission had finished its work; it was altered on the motion 
of Trotsky, against whom I fought without success. In this 
clause I had, if not literally the words “fight on two fronts”, 
at all events, words to that effect. The words “overcoming 
by means of broadening and deepening” were inserted on 
the proposal of Trotsky. I am very glad that Comrade Yonov, 
by telling of my struggle against this proposal, gives me a 
convenient occasion for expressing my opinion on the 
meaning of the “amendment”. 

Nothing at the plenum aroused more furious—and often 
comical-indignation than the idea of a “‘fight on two fronts”. 
The very mention of this infuriated both the Vperyodists and 
the Mensheviks. This indignation can be fully explained on 
historical grounds, for the Bolsheviks have in fact from Au- 
gust 1908 to January 1910 waged a struggle on two fronts, 
i.e., a struggle against the liquidators and against the otzov- 
ists. This indignation was comical because those who waxed 
angry at the Bolsheviks were thereby only proving their own 
guilt, showing that they were still very touchy about 
condemnation of liquidationism and otzovism. A guilty 
conscience is never at ease. 

Trotsky’s proposal to substitute “overcoming by means of 
broadening and deepening’ for the fight on two fronts 
met with the ardent support of the Mensheviks and the 
Vperyodists. 

And now Yonov and Pravda and the authors of the Vienna 
resolution and Golos Sotsial-Demokrata are all rejoicing over 
that “victory”. But the question arises: have they, by deleting 
from this clause the words about the fight on two fronts, 
eliminated from the resolution the recognition of the need 
for that fight? Noz at all, for since “deviations”, their ‘“dan- 
ger’, and the necessity of ‘explaining’ that danger, are 
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recognised, and since it is also recognised that these devia- 
tions are a “manifestation of bourgeois influence over the 
proletariat’’-all this in effect means that the fight on two 
fronts is recognised! In one passage an “unpleasant” term 
(unpleasant to one or other of their friends) was altered, but 
the basic idea was left intact! The result was only that one 
part of one clause was confused, watered down and marred 
by phrase-mongering. 

Indeed, it is nothing but phrase-mongering and a futile 
evasion when the paragraph in question speaks of overcoming 
by means of broadening and deepening the work. There is 
no clear idea here at all. The work must certainly at all times 
be broadened and deepened; the entire third paragraph of 
the resolution deals with this in detail before it passes on 
to the specific “ideological and political tasks’, which are 
not always or absolutely imperative but which result from 
the conditions of the particular period. §4 is devoted only to 
these special tasks, and in the preamble to all of its three 
points it is directly stated that these ideological and political 
tasks “have come to the fore in their turn”. 

What is the result? It is nonsense, as if the task of broad- 
ening and deepening the work has also come to the fore in 
its turn! As if there could be a historical “turn” when this 
task was not present, as it is always! 

And in what way is it possible to overcome deviations by 
means of broadening and deepening Social-Democratic work? 
In any broadening and deepening of our work the question 
of how it should be broadened and deepened inevitably rises; 
if liquidationism and otzovism are not accidents, but trends 
engendered by social conditions, then they can assert them- 
selves in any broadening and deepening of the work. It is 
possible to broaden and deepen the work in the spirit of 
liquidationism-this is being done, for instance, by Nasha 
Zarya and Vozrozhdeniye™; it is also possible to do so in the 
spirit of otzovism. On the other hand, the overcoming of 
deviations, “overcoming” in the real sense of the word, 
inevitably deflects certain forces, time and energy from the 
immediate broadening and deepening of correct Social- 
Democratic work. The same Yonov, for instance, writes on the 
same page of his article: 
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“The plenum is over. Its participants have gone their 
several ways. The Central Committee in organising its work 
has to overcome incredible difficulties, among which not the 
least is the conduct of the so-called [only “so-called”, Com- 
rade Yonov, not real, genuine ones?] liquidators whose 
existence Comrade Martov so persistently denied.” 

Here you have the material-little, but characteristic ma- 
terial-which makes it clear how empty Trotsky’s and Yonov’s 
phrases are. The overcoming of the liquidationist activities 
of Mikhail, Yuri and Co. diverted the forces and time of 
the Central Committee from the immediate broadening and 
deepening of really Social-Democratic work. Were it not for 
the conduct of Mikhail, Yuri and Co., were it not for 
liquidationism among those whom we mistakenly continue to 
regard as our comrades, the broadening and deepening of 
Social-Democratic work would have proceeded more success- 
fully, for then internal strife would not have diverted the 
forces of the Party. Consequently, if we take the broadening 
and deepening of Social-Democratic work to mean the im- 
mediate furthering of agitation, propaganda and economic 
struggle, etc., in a really Social-Democratic spirit, then in 
regard to this work the overcoming of the deviations of Social- 
Democrats from Social-Democracy is a minus, a deduction, 
so to speak, from “positive activity’, and therefore the phrase 
about overcoming deviations by means of broadening, etc., 
is meaningless. 

In reality this phrase expresses a vague longing, a pious, 
innocent wish that there should be less internal strife among 
Social-Democrats! This phrase reflects nothing but this pious 
wish; it is a sigh of the so-called conciliators: Oh, if there 
were only less struggle against liquidationism and otzovism! 

The political importance of such “sighing” is nil, less than 
nil. If there are people in the Party who profit by “persist- 
ently denying” the existence of liquidators (and otzovists), 
they will take advantage of the “sigh” of the “conciliators” 
to cover up the evil. That is precisely what Golos Sotsial- 
Demokrata does. Hence the champions of such well-meaning 
and hollow phrases in resolutions are only so-called “‘con- 
ciliators”. In actual fact, they are the abettors of the liquida- 
tors and otzovists, in actual fact, they do not deepen Social- 
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Democratic work but strengthen deviations from it; they 
strengthen the evil by temporarily concealing it and thereby 
making the cure more difficult. 

In order to illustrate for Comrade Yonov the significance 
of this evil, I shall remind him of a passage in an article by 
Comrade Yonov in Diskussionny Listok No. 1. Comrade 
Yonov aptly compared liquidationism and otzovism to a 
harmless abscess which “as it grows, draws various injurious 
substances from the entire organism, and thus helps improve 
the health of that organism”. 

That's just it. The process of swelling, which draws the 
“noxious elements’ out of the organism, leads to recovery. 
And that which hampers the purification of the organism 
from such elements is harmful to it. Let Comrade Yonov 
ponder over this helpful idea of Comrade Yonov. 


3. THE TERMS OF UNITY AND SECTARIAN DIPLOMACY 


To proceed. The editorial article of Golos on the results 
of the plenum compels us to touch on the question of the 
deletion of the words liquidationism and otzovism from the 
resolution. This editorial article (in No. 19-20, p. 18) declares 
with an audacity unusual and unprecedented (except among 
our Golosists) that the term “liquidator” is as elastic as 
india-rubber, that it has “engendered all kinds of misunder- 
standings" (sicl!), etc., and for this reason “the Central 
Committee decided to delete this term from the resolution”. 

What can we call this version of the Central Committee’s 
decisions on the deletion of the term when the editors of 
Golos cannot but know that it is contrary to the truth? 
What calculation was in the minds of these editors, two of 
whom were at the plenum and know the “history” of the 
deletion of the term? Did they really count on not being 
exposed ? 

The majority of the commission which drew up the reso- 
lution approved the retention of the term. Of the two Men- 
sheviks in the commission, one (Martov) voted for its dele- 
tion, the other (who repeatedly inclined towards Plekhanov’s 
position) was against. At the plenum the following statement 
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was put forward by all the nationals (2 Poles-+2 Bund- 
ists+1 Lett) and Trotsky. 


“Recognising that it would be desirable intrinsically to apply the 
term ‘liquidationism’ to the trend which, as indicated in the resolu- 
tion, has to be combated, yet taking into account the statement of the 
Menshevik comrades that they too consider it necessary to combat this 
trend but that the use of such a term in the resolution is of a factional 
character directed against them, the Mensheviks—we, in the interests 
of eliminating all unnecessary hindrances to the unification of the 
Party, propose that this term be dropped from the resolution.” 


Thus, the majority of the Central Committee and, more- 
over, all the non-factional elements, state in writing that the 
word liquidationism is intrinsically correct and that liquida- 
tionism must be combated, yet the editorial board of Golos 
explains that the term was deleted as being intrinsically 
unsuitable!! 

The majority of the Central Committee and, moreover, all 
the non-factional elements declare in writing that they agree 
to the deletion of the term, yielding to the insistence of the 
Mensheviks (more correctly: yielding to an ultimatum, for 
the Mensheviks declared that the resolution would not be 
unanimous otherwise) in view of their promise to “combat 
this trend’. And yet the editors of Golos write: the resolu- 
tion gave an “unequivocal reply to the question of the so- 
called struggle against liquidationism” (page 18, ibid.)!! 

At the plenum they promise to reform, pleading: do not 
employ “a term which is directed against us’, for from now 
on we ourselves are going to combat this trend-yet in the 
first issue of Golos after the plenum they declare that the 
fight against liquidationism is only a ‘‘so-called” fight. 

Clearly, we have here, on the part of the Golosists, a 
complete and definite turn to liquidationism, a turn which 
becomes comprehensible if we take a look at what took place 
after the plenum as at something integral, connected by 
cause and effect-particularly the utterances of Nasha Zarya, 
Vozrozhdeniye and gentlemen like Mikhail, Yuri, Roman 
and Co. Of this we shall speak further on, where it will be 
our task to demonstrate the utter superficiality of the view 
taken by Trotsky, who is prone to blame everything on the 
“violation of moral and political obligations’ (the Vienna 
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resolution), whereas we are evidently confronted not by an 
individual or group “violation of commitments”, not by a 
moral or juridical act, but by a political act, namely: the 
rallying of the anti-Party legalists in Russia. 

For the present we must dwell on another question, namely, 
the question of the causes and significance of the action of 
the plenum in deleting the word liquidationism from the 
resolution. To explain it purely as a result of the misguided 
zeal of conciliators like Trotsky, Yonov and Co. would be 
incorrect. There is yet another factor here. The point is that 
a considerable portion of the decisions of the plenum were 
passed not on the usual principle of the minority submitting 
to the majority, but on the principle of an agreement between 
the two factions, the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks, with 
the mediation of the nationals. This circumstance, apparently, 
is what Comrade Yonov is hinting at in Otkliki Bunda when 
he writes: “The comrades who are now clinging to 
formalities know perfectly well how the last plenum 
would have ended if it had taken a formal point of view.” 

In this sentence, Comrade Yonov speaks in hints. Like 
Trotsky, he considers such a mode of expressing his thoughts 
extremely “tactful”, non-factional and specifically pro-Party. 
In point of fact, this is the very method employed by sectar- 
ian diplomats which does nothing but harm to the Party 
and the pro-Party cause. Such hints are lost to some, pique 
the sectarian curiosity of others, and set off more scandal- 
mongering and backbiting. Hence Yonov’s hints must be 
deciphered. If he is not referring here to the plenum seeking 
an agreement (not merely a majority decision) on a number 
of questions we shall ask him to express himself more ex- 
plicitly and not put ideas into the heads of the gossips abroad. 

If, however, Yonov is referring here to the agreement 
between the factions at the plenum, his criticism of “the 
comrades who cling to formalities” vividly shows us yet one 
more trait of those alleged conciliators who, in effect, are 
secretly helping the liquidators. 

A number of unanimous resolutions were adopted at the 
plenum by agreement between the factions. Why was this 
necessary? Because actually the relations between the factions 
were tantamount to a split and, as is always and inevitably 
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the case in any split, the discipline of the whole body (in 
this instance the Party) is sacrificed to the discipline of the 
part (in the present instance the faction). 

Party conditions in Russia being what they are there was 
no other way to unity than through an agreement between 
the factions (whether all the factions or the chief ones, 
whether parts of factions or whole ones, is another question). 
Hence, the necessity of a compromise, i.e., concessions on 
certain points which were not recognised by the majority 
but were demanded by the minority. One of these concessions 
was the deletion of the word liquidationism from the resolu- 
tion. A particularly conspicuous sign of the compromise 
character of the resolutions of the plenum was the Bolshe- 
viks’ conditional surrender of their factional property to 
third persons. One section of the Party conditionally hands 
over its property to third persons (from the international 
Social-Democratic movement) who will have to decide wheth- 
er this money should be given to the Central Committee or 
returned to the faction. The character of this contract, which 
would be quite extraordinary and even impossible in a 
normal, intact Party, shows clearly on what conditions the 
Bolsheviks accepted the agreement. The declaration of the 
Bolsheviks, printed in the Central Organ No. 11, says clearly 
that the main ideological and political condition was the 
passing of the resolution “condemning liquidationism and 
otzovism and recognising the fight against these trends to 
be an inalienable element of the political line of the Party”, 
that one of the guarantees for the implementation of this 
line was the composition of the Central Organ, and that a 
continuation of their factional organ and factional policy by 
the Mensheviks would give the Bolsheviks the right to 
“demand their money back from the trustee’. The Central 
Committee accepted these conditions, making direct reference 
to this declaration of the Bolsheviks in the resolution on the 
factional centres. 

The question is, are these conditions to be kept or not? 
Are these conditions formal or not? Comrade Yonov, speak- 
ing disdainfully of ‘formalities’ has not understood the most 
elementary distinction between the agreement as the basis 
of a contract (=the condition that the Bolsheviks should 
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hand over their money, a condition endorsed by the 
unanimous resolution of the Central Committee on factional 
centres) and the observance of the formal conditions of 
the contract as the basis for the preservation of unity. 

If Comrade Yonov, now, after the unanimous resolution 
of the Central Committee on the factional centres, contemptu- 
ously dismisses ‘formalities’ he is dismissing the whole 
resolution of the Central Committee on the factional centres. 
Comrade Yonov’s sophistry amounts to the following: the 
aggregate decisions of the Central Committee were reached 
not only through the passing of resolutions by a majority 
vote but also through an agreement between the warring 
trends on certain highly important questions—consequently, 
henceforth too these decisions are not formally binding and 
the minority has the right to demand an agreement! Since 
there is an element of compromise in the decisions of the 
Central Committee these decisions can always be violated 
because an agreement is a voluntary affair! 

Is not such sophistry a thinly veiled defence of the 
liquidators? 

But while Yonov’s sophistries are nothing but ludicrous, 
the endeavour of the Central Committee (the plenum) to 
make the maximum possible concessions was psychologically 
and politically right and proper. The Mensheviks and otzo- 
vists joined in furious attacks on the Bolshevik Centre, 
against which they levelled the most savage accusations. Not 
disagreements in principle, but the “malice” of the Bolshe- 
vik Centre-that is what estranges us from the Party above 
all and before all, said both the Mensheviks and the 
otzovists.* 

This is a very important point which must be cleared up 
if we are to understand why our unity crisis is taking such 
a course and no other. There were no champions of liquida- 
tionism and otzovism in principle; neither the Mensheviks 
nor the Vperyodists ventured to take such a position. Here 


* Compare Yonov’s comment: “No less insistent was Comrade Mar- 
tov in assuring the plenum that the ‘dangerous deviations’ to the Right 
were an invention of the spiteful Bolsheviks, that the Party had only 
one enemy and that was the Bolshevik Centre with its factional ruling 
of the roost” (p. 22 of the article quoted). 
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the effect was seen of a feature of the modern “critics” of 
Marxism and the critics of genuine Marxist tactics, one 
already commented on in our literature long ago (and fre- 
quently commented on in the international literature against 
the opportunists), viz., irresolution, unprincipledness, con- 
cealment of the “new” policy, the screening of the consistent 
representatives of liquidationists and otzovists. We are not 
liquidators, that is a factional term—cried the Mensheviks. 
We are not otzovists, that is a factional exaggeration—echoed 
the Vperyodists. And thousands of accusations on all man- 
ner of occasions, including that of so-called “criminal actions” 
(read: expropriations),5! were hurled against the Bolshevik 
Centre with the aim of drawing a veil over differences of 
political principle and of pushing them into the background. 

To this the Bolsheviks replied: very well, gentlemen, let 
the Central Committee examine all your accusations and 
pronounce “judgement and sentence’ on them. There are 
five national Social-Democrats at the plenum-any decision 
at all depends on them and a unanimous one even more so. 
Let them be the “judges” to examine your (i.e., Menshevik 
and Vperyodist) accusations and satisfy your claims against 
the Bolshevik Centre. The Bolsheviks went further. They 
agreed to the maximum compromises in the resolutions 
demanded by the Mensheviks and Vperyodists. 

And so the maximum concessions were made in the reso- 
lutions on the state of affairs in the Party and on the con- 
ference, all the “accusations” were gone into and all claims 
against the Bolshevik Centre were satisfied on the basis of 
a decision by all five national Social-Democrats. 

This was the only way to deprive the opponents of 
the Party line, i.e., the anti-liquidationist line, of every 
opportunity to prevaricate, of every opportunity to evade the 
principles.of the question. And they were deprived of this 
opportunity. 

If now Axelrod and Martov and Co. in the “Necessary 
Supplement”, and Alexinsky and Co. in the leaflet of the 
Vperyodists again try to drag out accusations against the 
Bolshevik Centre, tittle-tattle, slander, lies and insinuations— 
then these gentlemen condemn themselves. That the plenum 
unanimously heard all their accusations, rejected all of them 
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by its resolution and put it on record that they were rejected 
is impossible for anyone to deny, whether these or any other 
knights of discord. That being so it should now be clear to 
one and all that the people who are once more beginning a 
squabble (Axelrod, Martov, Alexinsky and Co.) are simply 
political blackmailers who want to sidetrack questions of 
principle by scandal-mongering. And we shall not treat them 
as anything else but political blackmailers. We are not going 
to concern ourselves with any question other than the im- 
plementation by the Party of its anti-liquidationist and anti- 
otzovist policy, leaving Axelrod, Martov and Alexinsky to 
wallow in the mire as much as they like. 

The compromises and concessions of the Bolsheviks, their 
assent to resolutions which in many respects were not forceful 
enough, were necessary for a clearcut demarcation based on 
principle. By meeting all the claims of the Mensheviks and 
otzovists that were endorsed by a majority of the nationals,* 
the Bolsheviks ensured that the sole issue for all Social- 
Democrats irrespective of trend, except the professional black- 
mailers, became the implementation of the Party’s anti-liqui- 
dationist and anti-otzovist policy. Under the resolution which 
depended on the national Social-Democrats, access to Party 
work, to taking part in the implementation of this policy, 
was not barred to anyone, to any single member of the Party; 
no obstacles to its implementation, no extraneous hindrances 
remained. So if the liquidators now raise their heads again, 
more conspicuously than ever, it proves that their extraneous 
obstacles were a fiction, a blind, scandal-mongering dodge, a 
contrivance of sectarian intriguers and nothing more. 

That is why the process of demarcation and division began 
in real earnest only after the plenum. This division is taking 
place solely over a most important question of principle—-that 
of the liquidation of our Party. Those “conciliators’” who 
were shocked, aggrieved and astonished because this process 
of demarcation began after the plenum, only proved by their 


* Remember that those with the right to vote at the plenum were 
4 Mensheviks, 4 Bolsheviks, 1 Vperyodist, 1 Lett, 2 Bundists and 
2 Poles; ie., the Bolsheviks did not have a majority over the Menshe- 
viks and the Vperyodists even with the Poles and the Lett; the Bund- 
ists decided. 
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astonishment that they were under the spell of sectarian 
diplomacy. A sectarian diplomat might think that a condi- 
tional agreement with Martov and Martynov, Maximov and 
the second Vperyodist means the end of all demarcation, for 
a divergence of principle is a minor matter to such a diplo- 
mat. Conversely, people who attach primary importance to 
the fundamental question of liquidationism and otzovism 
see nothing surprising in the fact that a demarcation purely 
on the basis of principle had to begin after satisfying all the 
claims of Martov, Maximov and Co., after the maximum 
concessions to them on questions of organisation, etc. 

What has been taking place in the Party since the plenum 
is not the collapse of Party unity, but the beginning of the 
union of all those who are really capable and desirous of 
working in the Party and in the Party spirit, the beginning 
of the purging of a real Party bloc of Bolsheviks, pro-Party 
Mensheviks, nationals and non-factional Social-Democrats 
from renegades hostile to the Party, from semi-liberals and 
semi-anarchists.* 


4, PARAGRAPH I OF THE RESOLUTION 
ON THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY 


Analysing further the defects of the plenum resolutions 
I must now dwell on the first point of the resolution on the 
state of affairs in the Party. It is true that this point does 


* By the way. The following fact may serve to characterise the 
bloc of the Golosists and Vperyodists against the Bolsheviks (a bloc 
which exactly resembles the bloc of the Jaurés-ists and Hervé-ists 
against the Guesde-ists®2). In his “Necessary Supplement’ Martov jeers 
at Plekhanov for attaching any importance to the membership of the 
commission,on the school. Martov is playing the hypocrite. At the 
plenum, this same Martov with all the Mensheviks and with Maxi- 
mov, and assisted by Trotsky, fought for a resolution that would recog- 
nise the otzovist school in X.—53 as a Party school with which the Cen- 
tral Committee should make an agreement! It was only with difficulty 
that we managed to defeat this anti-Party bloc. 

Of course if the Golosists and Vperyodists enter into the Party they 
have every right to enter into blocs. But it is not a question of right 
but of the principle underlying the bloc. This is an unprincipled bloc 
against Party and principle. 
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not touch on questions relating directly to one or other con- 
ception of Party unity, but I shall have to make a digression 
since the interpretation of this first point has already given 
rise to no few disputes in the Party. 

In my draft of the resolution this point was totally absent 
and, with the rest of the Proletary editorial board, I most 
emphatically opposed it. It was inserted by the votes of the 
Mensheviks and the Poles although they were warned most 
seriously by a section of the Bolsheviks that the interpreta- 
tion of this vague, nebulous point would inevitably produce 
misunderstandings or-worse-render a_ service to the 
liquidators. 

It need scarcely be said that at the plenum I criticised 
quite a number of the propositions in this point as inane, 
vacuous and tautological. To say that the tactics of the Social- 
Democrats are always the same in their basic principles 
without defining what these basic principles are or making 
clear which of them (Marxism in general or certain proposi- 
tions of Marxism) are involved and why; to say that the 
tactics of the Social-Democrats are always designed to secure 
the maximum results without defining either the immediate 
aim of the struggle (the immediate possible results) at the 
present time, or the specific methods of struggle to be applied 
at this time; to say that the tactics are designed for the 
various courses which development might follow without 
defining them concretely; to repeat truisms to the effect that 
our tactics must promote the massing of forces and make 
the proletariat ready both for open struggle and for the 
utilisation of the antagonisms within the unstable regime—all 
these defects are glaringly obvious and convert the whole 
point into unnecessary and useless ballast. 

But there is something still worse in this point. It contains 
a loophole for the liquidators, as was pointed out at the 
plenum by various delegates, not only by the Bolsheviks but 
also by one of the Bundists and even Trotsky. This loophole 
is a phrase to the effect that the class-conscious proletariat 
has “for the first time, by organising into a  Social- 
Democratic mass party, an opportunity to apply intelligently, 
systematically and consistently this tactical method of 
international Social-Democracy”. (What method is this? The 
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previous reference was to the basic principles of the tactics 
not the method, let alone a definite method.) 

Why for the first time? asked the critics of this point at 
the plenum. If it means that any step in the development of 
the country produces something new, something higher in 
the level of industrial technique and clarity of class struggle, 
etc., then again we are faced with a banality. Then any 
period will infallibly produce something that comes about 
for the first time compared to a previous period. But we are 
living through a definite period, a period of counter-revolu- 
tionary ebb, a period of an enormous decline in the energy 
of the masses and the Social-Democratic workers’ movement 
after a revolutionary upsurge. And if it be said that such a 
period affords the proletariat for the first time an oppor- 
tunity to apply consciously, etc., the method of international 
Social-Democracy, these words will lead inevitably to a liqui- 
dationist interpretation, a purely liberal exaltation of the 
Third Duma period, an allegedly peaceful and lawful period, 
over the period of storm and stress, the period of revolution, 
when the struggle of the proletariat took direct revolutionary 
forms and the liberals decried it as “spontaneous folly”. 

In order to direct special attention to this danger of a 
liquidationist interpretation of this extraordinarily vague 
point, I submitted a series of. written statements at this 
meeting of the plenum, emphasising a number of passages 
from the speeches contributed there. Here are two of my 
statements: 

1) “On Lenin’s demand the following words of Comrade 
T. (Polish S.D.) are entered in the minutes: ‘that the tactics 
of revolution are belittled here in comparison with the 
counter-revolution is an absolutely false interpretation.’ ” 

2) “On Lenin’s demand the interjection of Comrade Mar- 
tov (“quite right!’) to the statement by I. (a Bolshevik who 
defended this point) that the words in dispute do not belittle 
but enhance the significance of the revolution and its methods 
in comparison with the counter-revolutionary methods, is 
entered in the minutes.” 

Both statements confirm that the Pole and Bolshevik, with 
the agreement of Martov, categorically denied the slightest 
admissibility of a liquidationist interpretation of this point. 
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Of course these two comrades did not at all intend any such 
interpretation. 

But it is well known from of old that what is applied is 
the law, not the motives of the law, not the intentions of 
the legislator. The significance of the present point in agi- 
tation and propaganda is determined not by the good in- 
tentions of any of its authors, not by what they said at the 
plenum, but by the objective relationship of forces and trends 
inside the Russian section of the S.D. (the non-Russian Social- 
Democrats will scarcely pay special attention to this vague 
point). 

Therefore I waited with particular interest to see how this 
point would now be interpreted in the press, preferring not 
to hurry with my opinion but to hear first of all the reactions 
of the Social-Democrats who were not at the plenum or the 
reactions of the Golosists. 

The first issue of Golos after the plenum provided quite 
enough material to appraise our dispute as to how this point 
would be interpreted. 

In Golos’s leading article on the results of the plenum 
we read: 

‘Tt would be quite inconceivable and absurd, of course, 
to suppose that by these words [‘‘for the first time’, etc.] the 
Central Committee wanted to express an indirect condemna- 
tion of our former tactics, inasmuch as they were adapted to 
the revolutionary situation” (author's italics; No. 19-20, p. 18). 

Very good! The author declares a liquidationist inter- 
pretation to be inconceivable and absurd. However, on 
reading further, we find the following assertion in the same 
paragraph: 


“These words are an official recognition of the comparative back- 
wardness of our political life in the past in spite of the revolutionary 
forms in which it was displayed, and this, incidentally, was one of 
the main causes of the defeat of the revolution; these words are an 
official recognition of the inordinately elementary character of our 
former tactics, to which they were condemned by the backwardness 
of the social relationships; these words, lastly, were an official 
recognition that whatever the political situation in the future, any 
attempt to return to the dictatorship of the exclusive illegal circles in 
the movement with the whole policy associated therewith would be a 
decided step back.” 
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Good, is it not? 

One hardly knows where to begin in sorting out this 
collection of ‘‘gems”’. 

I shall begin with the triple reference to “official recog- 
nition’. To think, how much ridicule this same Golos has 
poured on every official recognition by one or other resolu- 
tion of an appraisal of the past, of the revolution and of the 
role of the bourgeois parties, etc.! There you have a specimen 
of the sincerity of the outcries against “‘officiality’: when 
the Golosists do not like an explicit decision of the Party 
they laugh to scorn its claims to “‘officially’’ decide complex 
“scientific” questions, and so on and so forth—just as the 
Sozialistische Monatshette ridicules the Dresden resolution 
against the opportunists, or as the Belgian ministerialists™ in 
our own day ridicule the Amsterdam resolution. But as soon 
as a Golosist thinks he sees a loophole for liquidationism, he 
swears and vows three times over that this is “‘recognised 
officially”. 

And when a Golosist swears and vows a thing you can be 
sure that he is ... evading the truth. For the author of the 
article to speak of the “official recognition” of his interpre- 
tation is all the more absurd because the disputable character 
of the interpretation of this point was a special subject for 
debate in the Central Committee. Moreover, from statements 
officially entered in the minutes-yes, yes! here is something 
really “‘official’”—statements which quoted these words of the 
Pole and the Bolshevik, it is clear that they would never 
have recognised Golos’s interpretation to be a correct one. 
Our author has only disgraced himself with his talk of 
official recognition. 

The words “for the first time’ are a recognition of the 
“comparative backwardness of the past’—we might let that 
pass, although there is nothing to show why this should be 
referred specifically to political life and not to other aspects 
of social development; but to add “in spite of the revolution- 
ary forms” is to stick out too incautiously the ass’s ear of 
the Vekhist.5> You can safely bet that of a hundred liberals 
reading this passage not less than ninety will kiss the Golos- 
ists for it, and of a hundred workers not less than ninety 
will turn their backs on the opportunists. And, “incidentally”, 
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the addition about the “causes of the defeat of the revolu- 
tion” gives away the co-authors of the liquidationist Penta- 
teuch®® completely: under cover of a vague resolution they 
want to smuggle in their liberal view on the role of the 
proletariat in the revolution. Therefore they speak of the 
“elementary character’ and even—mark this!—the inordinately 
elementary character “‘of our former tactics’. The “‘inordinate- 
ly’ elementary character of our tactics, do you see, ensues 
from the phrase “to apply ‘for the first time’ intelligently, 
systematically and consistently {in a mass party) the method 
of international Social-Democracy”.* The tactics of the period 
of open struggle, the period of comparative freedom of the 
press, mass unions, elections with the participation of the 
revolutionary parties, universal excitement among the 
population, rapid fluctuations in the policy of the government, 
the period of certain important victories over the government— 
these tactics, evidently, were inordinately elementary in 
comparison with the non-elementary tactics of the years 1909- 
10! How rich in apostasy, how poor in Social-Democratic 
understanding of events must one be to make such inter- 
pretations|! 

But to deduce from the words “for the first time’ a con- 
demnation of the “dictatorship (!!] of the exclusive illegal 
circles’—this is simply priceless. In the time of the “‘inor- 
dinately elementary” tactics of 1905-07 the leadership of the 
workers’ party was, do you see, much more like a “dictator- 
ship” than in 1909-10, it emanated to a far greater extent 
from the “underground” organisations and indeed “‘circles”’, 
which were more “exclusive” than in our time! To give this 
laughable profundity a semblance of truth one has to re- 
member that the opportunists and Cadetophiles felt that they 
were an “exclusive circle’’ among the workers during the 
revolution and find that now, in the struggle for legality 
(don’t laugh!) they are not ‘exclusive’ (Milyukov himself 

* The resolution of the C.C. is interpreted in the same spirit also 
by Comrade An (see his article “Apropos the Letter from the Cauca- 
sus” in the present issue of Diskussionny Listok). Comrade An’s article 
confirms the gravest accusations of the author of the Leiter from the 
Caucasus, Comrade K. St. although he calls this letter a “lampoon”. 


We shall return again to Comrade An’s article, which is curious in 
many respects. 
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is at our side), they are not a “circle’ (we have renegade 
periodicals published openly), they are not “underground”, 
and so on and so forth. 

For the first time the proletariat, organising into a mass 
Social-Democratic Party, observes among people who would 
like to consider themselves the leaders of the proletariat 
such a systematic and consistent gravitation towards liberal 
renegacy. 

This lesson of the interpretation of the notorious point 
concerning “for the first time’ will have to be reckoned with 
whether they like it or not by the Polish comrade and the 
Bolshevik comrade* who officially declared that in their 
opinion a liquidationist interpretation of their point would be 
absolutely false. 


Published in Diskussionny Listok Vol. 16 
Nos. 1 and 2, 

March 6 (19) and May 25 

(June 7), 1910 


* At the plenum, these comrades interpreted §1 as pointing to the 
growth of class differentiation, the progress of the purely socialist con- 
sciousness of the mass of the workers, the strengthening of bourgeois 
reaction. These thoughts are correct, of course, but they are not ex- 
pressed (and it is not they which are expressed) in the propositions 
comprising §1. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT ON THE PUBLICATION 
OF RABOCHAYA GAZETA®™ 


The deep crisis of the workers’ movement and the Social- 
Democratic Party in Russia still continues. Disintegration of 
the Party organisations, an almost universal exodus of the 
intellectuals from them, confusion and wavering among the 
Social-Democrats who have remained loyal, dejection and 
apathy among fairly wide sections of the advanced proletar- 
iat, uncertainty as to the way out of this situation—such are 
the distinguishing features of the present position. Among 
the Social-Democrats there are not a few who are faint-heart- 
ed and of little faith, who are ready to despair of finding 
their bearings in the prevailing confusion, to despair of 
restoring and strengthening the Party, the R.S.D.L.P., with 
its revolutionary aims and traditions, who are ready to stand 
aloof and to isolate themselves in narrow, petty circles 
concerned only with “cultural” work and so forth. 

The crisis continues, but its end is already clearly visible, 
the way out has been fully indicated and tested by the Party, 
the confusion and wavering has already been channelled 
into fairly definite tendencies, trends and factions, a very 
clearcut appraisal of which has been made by the Party- 
while the assumption of definite shape by the anti-Party 
tendencies and the clear appraisal of them are already half- 
way towards getting rid of confusion and wavering. 

In order not to give way to despair and disillusion it is 
necessary only to understand the full depth of the sources 
of the crisis. One cannot skip over or avoid this crisis, one 
can only survive it by means of persistent struggle, for it is 
not accidental but engendered by the special stage of both 
the economic and the political development of Russia. The 
autocracy reigns as before. Violence is still more brutal. 
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Tyranny is still more powerful. Economic oppression is still 
more brazen. But the autocracy can no longer maintain itself 
merely by the old methods. It is compelled to make a new 
attempt, an attempt at an open alliance with the Black-Hun- 
dred feudal landlords and the Octobrist capitalists, an alliance 
in the Duma and through the Duma. The hopelessness of 
this attempt and the growth of a new revolutionary crisis are 
obvious to anyone who is still capable of thought. But this 
revolutionary crisis is being prepared in a new situation, in 
which classes and parties are marked by immeasurably great- 
er consciousness, solidarity and organisation than before the 
Revolution of 1905. Russian liberalism has been converted 
from a well-meaning, dreamy, fragile and immature oppo- 
sition of benevolent aspirations into a strong, parliamentarily- 
disciplined party of bourgeois intellectuals, who are 
conscious enemies of the socialist proletariat and of a revo- 
lutionary settlement of accounts with the feudal landlords 
by the peasant masses. To beg for concessions from the 
monarchy, to threaten it with revolution (hateful and terrify- 
ing to the liberals themselves), continually to betray the 
struggle for emancipation and desert to the enemy-such is 
the inevitable lot of the liberal, Constitutional-Democratic 
Party, inevitable owing to its class nature. The Russian peas- 
antry has shown its capacity for mass revolutionary struggle 
if the latter is launched by the proletariat, and its capacity 
for perpetually vacillating between the liberals and the 
Social-Democrats. The Russian working class has shown that 
it is the only class that is revolutionary to the end, the only 
leader in the struggle for freedom, even for bourgeois free- 
dom. And now the great task of continuing the struggle 
for freedom can and will be accomplished only by the revo- 
lutionary struggle of the proletariat, drawing with it the 
working and exploited masses. Operating in the new situa- 
tion, among more conscious and united enemies, the working 
class must refashion also its own Party, the R.S.D.L.P. In 
place of leaders from the intelligentsia it is bringing to the 
fore leaders from among the workers. A new type of work- 
ing-class member of the Social-Democratic Party is arising, 
independently carrying on all the activities of the Party and, 
compared with the previous type, capable of rallying, uniting 
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and organising masses of the proletariat ten times and a 
hundred times as great as before. 

It is to this new worker in the first place that we address 
our Rabochaya Gazeta. This worker has grown out of the 
stage of wanting to be talked to in childish language or fed 
with pap. He needs to know all about the political aims of 
the Party, how it is built, its inner-Party struggle. He is not 
daunted by the unvarnished truth about the Party on whose 
strengthening, revival and rebuilding he is engaged. He is 
not helped, but rather harmed, by those revolutionary phrases 
in general terms and those sugary conciliatory appeals which 
he finds in the symposia of Vperyod or in Trotsky’s news- 
paper Pravda, without obtaining from either the one or the 
other a clear, precise, straightforward exposition of the 
Party’s policy and the Party's position. 

The Party’s position is a very difficult one, but the chief 
difficulty is not that the Party has been terribly weakened 
and its organisations often completely shattered, nor that 
inner-Party factional struggle has become acute, but that the 
advanced section of Social-Democratic workers has not real- 
ised clearly enough the nature and significance of this strug- 
gle, has not rallied sufficiently for waging it successfully, has 
not intervened in it with sufficient independence and energy 
for creating, supporting and consolidating that core of the 
Party which is leading the R.S.D.L.P. from disorder, collapse 
and wavering on to a solidly based road. 

This road has been fully pointed out by the decisions of 
the December Conference of 1908, which were further de- 
veloped in the decisions of the plenary session of the Central 
Committee in 1910. This Party core consists of that union of 
orthodox Bolsheviks (opponents of otzovism and bourgeois 
philosophy) and pro-Party Mensheviks (opponents of liqui- 
dationism) which at the present time is carrying out in prac- 
tice, and not by virtue of a merely formal attitude, the main 
work of the R.S.D.L.P. 

The workers are being told that this union only intensifies 
and accentuates factional struggle, a struggle against the 
liquidators and otzovists “‘instead of” a fight against liquida- 
tionism and otzovism. This is sheer phrase-mongering, mere 
childish talk that assumes the worker is not an adult but a 
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child. It is an unpleasant truth that, given the weakness of 
the Party, the shattered state of its organisations and the 
inevitability of a base abroad, every trend easily becomes a 
faction abroad that is virtually independent of the Party, but 
it is ludicrous (or criminal) to hide this truth from the Social- 
Democratic worker who has to rebuild his Party on the basis 
of a definite, precise and clear Party line. There is no doubt 
that the most undesirable forms of factional struggle prevail 
among us at present, but precisely in order to refashion the 
forms of this struggle the advanced worker should not dis- 
miss with a phrase or contemptuously turn up his nose at the 
unpleasant (unpleasant for a dilettante, a guest in the Party) 
task of refashioning unpleasant forms of unpleasant struggle, 
but should understand the essence and significance of this 
struggle and arrange the work in the localities in such a way 
that for each question of socialist propaganda, political agi- 
tation, the trade union movement, co-operative work, etc., 
etc., the boundary is defined beyond which begins the devia- 
tion from Social-Democracy to liberal liquidationism or semi- 
anarchist otzovism, ultimatumism, etc., and should conduct 
Party affairs along the correct line defined by these bound- 
aries. We make it one of the main tasks of Rabochaya Ga- 
zeta to help the workers to fix these boundaries for each of 
the most important concrete problems of contemporary 
Russian life. 

The workers are being told: it was the attempt at unity 
made by the plenary session of the Central Committee in 
January 1910, which proved the sterility and hopelessness 
of the inner-Party factional struggle that “disrupted” unity. 
People who talk like that are either uninformed or quite 
incapable of thought, or they are concealing their real aims 
by means of some sort of resonant phrases that sound well 
but mean nothing. The plenary session “disillusioned” only 
those who were afraid to face the truth and buoyed them- 
selves up with illusions. However great at times the “conciliat- 
ory hotchpotch” at the plenum, the outcome was exactly that 
unity which alone is possible and necessary. If the liquida- 
tors and otzovists signed the resolution on the fight against 
liquidationism and otzovism, and the next day still more 
“zealously” stuck to the past, this only proved how 
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impossible it is for the Party to count on non-Party elements, it 
only showed more clearly what these elements are like. The 
Party is a voluntary association and unity is possible and 
useful only when people unite who are desirous and capable 
of carrying out a common Party policy with at least some 
degree of conscientiousness, or rather: who are interested 
(through their ideas or tendencies) in carrying out a common 
Party policy. Unity is impossible and harmful when it at- 
tempts to muddle and obscure the consciousness of this 
policy, when it attempts to bind by a fictitious tie those who 
are definitely pulling the Party in an anti-Party direction. And 
unity between the main groups of Bolshevism and Menshe- 
vism was achieved by the plenum and consolidated, if not 
thanks to the plenum, at least through the plenum. 

A worker who does not want to be spoken to in childish 
tones cannot fail to understand that liquidationism and otzo- 
vism are just as much non-accidental, deep-rooted trends as 
Bolshevism and Menshevism. Only inventors of fairy-tales 
“for workers” explain the difference between these two last 
factions as due to disputes between “intellectuals”. In reality 
these two trends, which have left their mark on the whole 
history of the Russian revolution, on all the first years (in 
many respects the most important years) of the mass work- 
ers’ movement in Russia, were produced by the very process 
of the economic and political reconstruction of Russia from 
a feudal into a bourgeois country, were produced by the in- 
fluences exerted on the proletariat by various bourgeois 
classes, or, more correctly, were produced by the situation of 
various strata of the bourgeoisie within which the proletariat 
acted. It follows that Social-Democratic unity in Russia is not 
possible through the destruction of one of the two trends 
which took shape in the period of the most open, most ex- 
tensive, mass, free and historically important actions of the 
working class during the revolution. But it follows also that 
the foundations for a real rapprochement between the two 
factions are not to be found in well-meaning phrases about 
unity, about the abolition of factions, etc., but only in the 
internal development of the factions. It is such a rapproche- 
ment that the party of the working class has been experienc- 
ing since we Bolsheviks in the spring of i909 finally “buried” 
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otzovism,8 while the pro-Party Mensheviks, headed by Ple- 
khanov, began a no less determined struggle against liqui- 
dationism. There is no doubt that the overwhelming majority 
of the class-conscious workers of both factions side with the 
opponents of otzovism and liquidationism. Therefore, however 
harsh the inner-Party struggle on this basis, a struggle which 
is at times difficult and always unpleasant, we must not 
forget the essence of the phenomenon on account of its form. 
He who does not see underlying this struggle (which in the 
present state of the Party inevitably takes the form of a 
struggle of factions) the process of the consolidation of a 
basic Party core of class-conscious Social-Democratic workers 
is like one who fails to see the wood for the trees. 

It is the aims of such a consolidation of a genuine Social- 
Democratic core that will be served also by Rabochaya Ga- 
zeta, which we Bolsheviks are founding, having secured that 
the pro-Party Mensheviks (headed by Plekhanov) agree to 
support our publication. It necessarily makes its appearance 
as a factional publication, as a factional enterprise of the 
Bolsheviks. Here, too, perhaps, persons will be found who 
cannot see the wood for the trees and who will raise an 
outcry about going “back” to factionalism. By setting out 
in detail our view of the nature and significance of the Party 
unity that is really coming about and is really important and 
essential we have already exposed the value of such objec- 
tions, which would in fact signify only confusing the problem 
of unity and concealing certain factional aims. We desire 
above all that Rabochaya Gazeta should help the workers to 
understand quite clearly from beginning to end the entire 
Party position and all the Party aims. 

In embarking on the publication of Rabochaya Gazeta we 
are counting on the assistance both of the Central Committee 
of our Party and of the local organisations, as well as of 
individual groups of class-conscious workers at present cut 
off from the Party. We are counting on the assistance of the 
Central Committee, knowing that for a number of months 
past it has not succeeded in arranging its work correctly in 
Russia, its failure being due to the fact that, apart from the 
Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks, it has not found help 
anywhere and has frequently encountered the direct opposition 
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of the other factions. This painful phase in the life of 
the Central Committee will pass, and in order that this should 
happen the sooner we must not simply “wait until the 
Central Committee is re-established, until it has gathered 
strength, etc., but immediately, on the initiative of individual 
groups and local organisations, start-even if on the most 
modest scale at first-that work of strengthening the Party 
line and real Party unity on which the Central Committee 
too is primarily engaged. We count on the assistance of the 
local organisations and individual groups of workers, for it 
is only their active work on the newspaper, only their sup- 
port, their reactions, their articles, materials, information and 
comments that can put Rabochaya Gazeta on a firm basis 
and ensure its continuance. 


Written October 1910 Vol. 16 


First published May 5, 1937 
in the newspaper Pravda No. 122 


AN OPEN LETTER 
TO ALL PRO-PARTY SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 


At the plenary meeting of the Central Committee in Janu- 
ary 1910, we, as representatives of the Bolshevik faction, dis- 
solved our faction and transferred the money and other prop- 
erty belonging to it to three well-known leaders of the 
international Social-Democratic movement. This transfer and 
equally the dissolution of the faction were conditional steps. 
Our conditions for taking these steps are known from our 
statement at the plenum, a statement adopted by the plenum 
and published in the very first number (No. 11) of the Central 
Organ issued after the plenum. 

Briefly stated, these conditions were that the other factions 
(and in the first place the faction of Golosists, i., the 
Mensheviks who published and supported Golos Sotsial- 
Demokrata) should carry out their duty loyally, i.e., sincerely 
and fully, namely, (1) the fight against liquidationism and 
otzovism, which by a unanimously adopted resolution of the 
plenum were declared to be a sign of bourgeois influence 
on the proletariat, and (2) the dissolution of their factions. 

At the present time, after a year’s experience, a year of 
waiting, we have become completely and finally convinced 
that neither the Golosists nor the Vperyodists have fulfilled 
either of these two conditions. 

The result of this conviction as far as we are concerned 
was, firstly, the publication of Rabochaya Gazeta and, 
secondly, the statement about the return of the money and 
property, a statement we handed recently to the Central 
Committee on December 5, 1910. 

After this declaration the state of affairs in form and 
substance is as follows. We had conditionally handed over 
all our property and forces to support the anti-liquidationist 
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and anti-otzovist work for the restoration of the Party and 
its full unity. The violation by the Golosists and Vperyodists 
of the conditions they had accepted is a violation of our 
agreement. Cancelling this agreement violated by the liqui- 
dators and otzovists, we shall work as before for the resto- 
ration of the Party and its full unity, for the implementation 
of an anti-liquidationist and anti-otzovist policy, but we must 
carry out this work not with those allies that at the plenum 
(owing to faith in their promises) were admitted to partici- 
pation in the Party centres. Since, by general recognition and 
by repeated statements of delegates of national organisations 
at the plenum and at other Party meetings, conferences, etc., 
it is our Bolshevik faction that has always been regarded as 
bearing the greatest responsibility for the state of affairs in 
the Party, we consider it our duty to set out frankly our 
views on the state of affairs in the Party and on the 
significance of the steps we have taken. 


The January plenum in 1910 was of very great importance 
in the history of our Party. It definitively laid down the 
tactical line of the Party for the period of counter-revolution 
by establishing, in further development of the December 
resolutions of 1908, that both liquidationism and otzovism 
are manifestations of the influence of the bourgeoisie on the 
proletariat. Further, the plenum linked the question of put- 
ting an end to factions in our Party-that is to say, the neces- 
sity of bringing about real unity in the Social-Democratic 
Labour Party—with the formulation of the Party’s ideological 
and political aims in the present historical period. 

We are convinced that these two things accomplished by 
the plenum in January 1910 are of historic significance and 
that their results are much more important, much more vital, 
much more lasting, than they may seem to the superficial 
observer. 

But these results were terribly vitiated by the muddled 
phrase-mongering about them. There is nothing so inimical 
to the spirit of Social-Democracy and so harmful as phrase- 
mongering. And “conciliatory” phrase-mongering is no less 
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harmful and liable to lead people astray than liquidationist 
and otzovist phrase-mongering. This “‘conciliatory’’ phrase- 
mongering obscures the essence of the matter, substitutes 
aspirations and good intentions for an estimate of the real 
tendencies and real relationship of forces in the Party, im- 
pedes the rapprochement of those who could and should come 
closer together by attempts at playing at unity with those 
who at the present time do not want to and cannot unite. 
During the year that has elapsed since the January plenum 
this phrase-mongering has exhausted itself and shown what 
its fruits are. If now from bitter experience of the heroes of 
“conciliatory” phrases the Party learns the lesson how noé to 
set about “conciliation” and the abolition of factions, then 
the year since the plenum will not have passed in vain. 
Phrase-mongering amounted to asserting that it is suf- 
ficient to obtain “promises” about the abolition of factions, 
to compose the central bodies out of the most heterogeneous 
elements, to “balance” opposed elements, and an important 
step towards the abolition of factions will have been made. 
The year’s experience showed, as it could not fail to show, 
that the phrase-mongers’ method was a complete failure. It 
is impossible to build anything on promises, it is ludicrous 
to base anything on the union of heterogeneous elements that 
are incapable of uniting. On the morrow of the plenum every- 
thing in its decisions and measures that was based on phrase- 
mongering proved to be a soap-bubble. The decisions, reso- 
lutions and artificially composed bodies were all in fact a 
dead letter, lifeless institutions. But what was real in the 
actions of the plenum underwent development, was strength- 
ened, showed its effects in the work, and became clothed in 
new forms of existence outside and apart trom the resolutions. 
It would be difficult to imagine a more striking and in- 
structive lesson than that of the events which took place 
during the year following the plenum, a lesson offered to 
those people who had delighted in phrase-mongering, vain 
good intentions and playing at the allocation of seats in 
various bodies and so forth. 
What was it that was real in the actions of the plenum? 
What was real was its indication of the connection between 
the ideological and political content of Party work and the 
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abolition of factions. What was real was the rapprochement 
of those factions or trends which came together not on the 
basis of cheap conciliatory phrases, promises, or playing at 
the allocation of seats in the central bodies, but on the basis 
of work, agreement in their understanding of the ideological 
and political tasks of the moment, agreement in actual fact 
on the formulation of these tasks, and their accomplishment. 

As long as magniloquent and cheap phrases about the 
abolition of factions were being uttered by people who un- 
derstood neither the objective source of the disagreements 
nor the actual situation that in fact ensured the independence 
from the Party of certain literary groups (such as that of 
Mr. Potresov and Co. or that of the Machist and otzovist 
literati), for so long the phrases remained empty, impotent 
phrases, But as soon as, owing to a change in the objective 
conditions, a rapprochement in work, a rapprochement in 
the understanding of these objective conditions, began to 
grow in the two basic and main factions that have left their 
imprint on the whole history of the workers’ movement dur- 
ing the revolution—even more than that, on the whole history 
of the revolution in Russia—no efforts on the part of intriguers 
who want to undermine this rapprochement or sow distrust 
in it can halt the process that has begun. 


During the past year the actual state of Party affairs 
arising after the plenum has become quite clear. It is a fact 
that the Golosists and Vperyodists signed the resolutions on 
the fight against liquidationism and otzovism but in reality 
conducted and are conducting all their propaganda and 
agitation, all their practical activity, in such a way as to 
support and defend liquidationism and otzovism. 

For anyone who has eyes to see, this fact shows how 
bankrupt is a policy that is satisfied with paper resolutions 
and how harmful are phrases that are not in accord with 
deeds. 

Further, it is a fact that neither the Golosists nor the 
Vperyodists relinquished their factional independence for a 
single moment. Both of these factions continue to exist in the 
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fullest actual independence of the Party, with their own 
funds, their own organs, their own agencies. The factional 
organisation of the otzovists takes the form of the so-called 
“school” abroad (in reality it is an institution for systematic 
selection of agents and planned conduct of organisational 
work apart from the Party and against the Party). The 
“school’” is supplemented by a separate publishing house 
and means of transport. The Golosists’ factional organisation 
is looser (“freer”’, less definite in form), the chief role being 
played by the group of Mr. Potresov and Co., the group of 
the Sixteen,59 and the group of Mikhail, Roman and Yuri 
and Co., which are absolutely independent of the Party. The 
Golosists take an active part in these groups, directing all 
propagandist, agitational and organisational activity against 
the Party and at the same time not refraining from partici- 
pation in the Party centres in order systematically to under- 
mine their significance and demoralise them from within. 

No pro-Party Social-Democrat can fail to see what such 
a state of affairs leads to. 

As regards publication of literature, the year’s experience 
has shown that the Central Organ is in point of fact being 
conducted by the Bolsheviks plus the Plekhanovites against 
the Golosists on the editorial board. Life has overstepped the 
bounds created by conciliatory phrase-mongering: the “‘con- 
ciliators’’ by promise, the “conciliators”’ by office, the “con- 
ciliators” by instruction of the liquidationist centres, have 
proved to be a sheer hindrance to the work. Plekhanov and 
his fellow-thinkers, however, who made no promises at the 
plenum, and who did not take up any office, proved actual 
implementers of the Party line. 

The glaring contradiction between form and_ substance, 
between phrases and deeds, between the obviously hypocrit- 
ical existence of a supposedly pro-Party collegium (the 
editorial board of the Central Organ) and the actual activity in 
the Central Organ alongside this collegium brings very great 
demoralisation into Party life. In order to put a stop to this 
demoralisation, this degradation of what are formally Party 
institutions to a role that evokes deserved ridicule and rejoic- 
ing on the part of enemies of the Party, we must do away 
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with hypocrisy and frankly say what actually exists, frankly 
admit the conduct of Party work by two factions. 

As regards unity abroad, absolutely nothing has been done 
during the year. Wherever the groups were split previously 
they remain split now. The groups of Menshevik liquidators 
have openly become groups in support of Golos. The only 
rapprochement that has been mapped out and actually begun 
is that between the Bolsheviks and the Plekhanovites. The 
Central Committee Bureau Abroad, in its capacity as co- 
ordinator of Social-Democratic work abroad, has become an 
object of ridicule legitimately mocked at by the Vperyodists 
and Golosists, who observe with satisfaction how the Party 
centre acts as a collegium for provocatory affairs and for 
carrying out bureaucratic paper work that is of no use to 
anyone. 

In the most important sphere, that of organisational work 
locally in Russia, absolutely nothing of any use to the Party 
has been accomplished during the year. The Central Commit- 
tee, which had to invite the Mikhails, Romans and Yuris on 
the basis of the “promises’’ made to the plenum, zealously 
set about this thankful task so worthy of a revolutionary of 
inviting into the Party those who ridicule it and continue to 
harm it, but even so after a year have not succeeded in “in- 
viting’” anyone. During this period, however, the anti-Party 
factions have strengthened their organisations against the 
Party: the Vperyod faction has developed and its agency has 
grown stronger, Mr. Potresov’s group has grown stronger, 
as too have the other liquidationist enterprises, which have 
continued to carry on propaganda against the Party in a 
number of clubs, co-operative societies, etc., and to intrigue 
against the Party among the Social-Democratic group in the 
Duma. The role of the Central Committee, which during this 
time has been occupied in “inviting” the liquidators or in a 
formal correspondence on matters concerning the ‘‘squabbles”’ 
of the Golosists and Vperyodists, is a role that is positively 
humiliating and we cannot permit the enemies of the Party 
to reduce the Central Committee to this role. 

Only people quite incapable of thought or desirous of 
indulging in petty intrigue can still fail to see that the con- 
tinuance of such a state of the Party centres inevitably 
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prepares the way for a triumph of the liquidators and otzo- 
vists, who observe with satisfaction how the Central Com- 
mittee has entangled itself, and continues to entangle itself, 
in conciliatory phrase-mongering, in playing at conciliation 
with those who do not want to be reconciled with the 
Party. 

The liquidators and otzovists have an excellent under- 
standing of conciliatory phrase-mongering and make excel- 
lent use of it against the Party. The hero of such phrases, 
Trotsky, has quite naturally become the hero and sworn 
advocate of the liquidators and otzovists, with whom 
he agrees on nothing theoretically but in everything 
practically. 

Favoured with the assistance of this advocate, both the 
liquidators and the otzovists have thoroughly mastered the 
tactics that consists of incessantly vowing and swearing that 
they are pro-Party. This is repeated by Golos and the plat- 
form of the Vperyod group, while they continue in fact to 
disrupt the Party and carry out all activities in an anti-Party 
spirit. Formal and verbal ‘‘conciliation” has become a weapon 
of the Golos liquidators and Vperyodists. 

It goes without saying that we, as representatives of the 
Bolshevik trend, cannot play this role of dupes. Having 
waited a whole year, having done everything possible through 
the pages of the Central Organ to make clear the anti-Party 
character of the Vperyodists, Golosists and Trotsky, we can- 
not assume responsibility before the Party for institutions 
which occupy themselves with “invitations” to the liquida- 
tors and formal correspondence on “business” raised by the 
Vperyodists. We want not squabbles but work. 

We desire to work jointly with those who want to work in 
the Party spirit, and have actually proved their ability to do 
so, i.e., in the first place with the pro-Party Mensheviks and 
the really non-factional Social-Democrats. We do not desire 
to be responsible for squabbles with those who do not want 
to work jointly with the Party, but want to work with 
Mr. Potresov and the otzovists. 

The state of affairs in Russia is such that intensified and 
harmonious work is urgently required of the Party organi- 
sations abroad. The three-year period of the golden days of 
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the counter-revolution (1908-10) is evidently coming to a 
close and being replaced by a period of incipient upsurge. 
The summer strikes of the current year and the demonstra- 
tions on the occasion of Tolstoi’s death are a clear indication 
of this. The Party’s organisational work in Russia has become 
weak in the extreme and this weakness has been most 
shamelessly utilised by the Vperyodists and Golosists, who 
are developing their anti-Party activity with the aid of the 
Russian and foreign factional centres. 

Under such conditions to continue playing at conciliation 
with these factional centres, to close one’s eyes hypocritically 
to their independence, to “invite” their representatives for a 
joint fight against their own policy, to shield them in the eyes 
of the Party by accepting their members in the centres— 
means dooming oneself to hopeless squabbling. It means 
putting a brake on the work of the centres abroad, which 
even without that has been slowed down to such an extent 
that during the year it has not been possible to arrange a 
single meeting of the Central Committee in Russia, and not 
only not a single conference, but not even an unofficial 
meeting of local Party workers (whereas the otzovists’ 
“school” and the liquidators’ legal organs repeatedly 
managed to organise against the Party all sorts of conferences 
and ‘eae of agents, correspondents of journals, and 
so on). 

We are obliged to repudiate responsibility for this complete 
stoppage of the work of those who have been entangled in 
conciliation with the Golosists of these centres and to begin 
immediately the most energetic independent work in uniting 
the orthodox Bolsheviks, pro-Party Mensheviks and non- 
factional Social-Democrats for organising meetings, confer- 
ences, regional bureaus, groups for connections with Party 
publications, etc. It is to this work, which alone is actually 
capable of leading the Party out of the impasse and freeing 
the centres from “courting” the Golosists, that we are calling 
all pro-Party Social-Democrats. 

Even before the plenum, in the spring of 1909, in the name 
of the Bolshevik faction, we proclaimed the policy of a rap- 
prochement with the pro-Party Mensheviks, and since then 
this policy has borne considerable fruit, despite the unsuc- 
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cessful attempt to trust the “promises” of the Golosists and 
regard them as pro-Party elements. All that has been done 
since then to really strengthen not the Vperyodist propaganda 
nor the Golosist defence of liquidationism but the line of the 
Party, to really bring closer together the basic core of both 
the chief factions, has been done by us independenily of 
these unsuccessful attempts at conciliation with the Golosists. 
And by divesting ourselves of responsibility for continuing 
these attempts we are confident that we shall achieve a still 
closer alignment in work through Rabochaya Gazeta, through 
legal literature and through the activity abroad of the groups 
of supporters of Rabochaya Gazeta and supporters of 
Plekhanov. 

After the plenum, which in the most clearcut way posed 
the question of factions and their abolition, for the first time 
raising this question in connection with the ideological and 
political line of the factions themselves, i.e., on the real basis 
of an estimate of actual rapprochement in work and not on 
the basis of empty promises, formal undertakings and such- 
like phrases—after the plenum and a year’s experience of its 
results, it is impossible to continue the old hypocritical 
playing at hide-and-seek. 

We must act openly. We must have the courage to say 
what the position is. If the Central Committee desire to tell 
the Party frankly and openly what the position is, this simple 
statement will be a tremendously powerful weapon in their 
hands, a hundred times more weighty than any kind of 
resolutions, wishes, condemnations, expulsions, etc. 

To say what the position is means acknowledging that the 
attempt to abolish all factions has, unfortunately, been frust- 
rated by the Golosists and Vperyodists, but the rapproche- 
ment of the basic core, of the really pro-Party elements of 
the two main factions, their closer alignment with the pro- 
Party elements of the nationals and non-factional Social- 
Democrats, has made a step forward. If Trotsky and similar 
advocates of the liquidators and otzovists declare this 
rapprochement ‘devoid of political content’, such speeches 
testify only to Trotsky’s entire lack of principle, the real 
hostility of his policy to the policy of the actual (and not 
merely confined to promises) abolition of factions. To promise 
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this abolition after a year’s experience of the results of the 
plenum is sheer chicanery. But whereas the abolition of 
factions is a mere phrase, the rapprochement of the main 
trends in the two chief factions is a fact. No blocs, no magnil- 
oquent pledges, no promises of the disappearance of disa- 
greements, follow from this fact, but what does follow is a 
real possibility of building the Party in practice, based on 
the co-operation of part of the Mensheviks and part of the 
Bolsheviks. 

If the Central Committee desires with absolute consistency 
to adopt the course of such an acknowledgement and such 
work, if it desires to make all the central bodies the organ 
of such a rapprochement, to free them completely from 
unworthy and harmful “courting” of the Golosists or “‘invita- 
tions” to the Golosists, to afford the possibility of working 
without squabbles, then we shall support this policy with all 
our heart and sou! and all our strength, a policy that in fact 
we have been pursuing since the spring of 1909, i.e., already 
for two whole years. 

If the Central Committee does not want to draw this 
inevitable conclusion from the lessons of the plenum and its 
results, then let it hand over the conduct of Party work-and 
of work for the restoration of unity—to the alliance of the 
Golosists, Vperyodists and Trotsky. This will be more 
straightforward and honest, and we shall keep aloof from 
this alliance which has in actual fact demonstrated its anti- 
Party character. 


We are perfectly aware, of course, that in connection with 
our step certain people (and among them, assuredly, experi- 
enced advocates of the liquidators and otzovists) will cry 
out about a ‘split’. However stupid and hypocritical such 
cries may be we must pause to warn uninformed people about 
these probable objections. 

In its formal aspect our step-the demand for the return 
of money and termination of the agreement that we conclud- 
ed on very definite conditions—is absolutely legitimate. The 
conditions of our agreement with the Central Committee were 
openly stated, printed in the Central Organ and accepted 
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unanimously by the Central Committee at the plenum. By 
accepting these conditions in the name of the whole Party 
and printing them in the Party’s Central Organ, the Central 
Committee thereby unequivocally acknowledged that only 
with the fulfilment in actual fact of these conditions could it 
demand of us a definite mode of action. No one can deny that 
these conditions have not been fulfilled by the Golosists and 
Vperyodists, in spite of the resolution they signed. Our 
formal right to cancel the agreement is therefore indisputable. 
By cancelling the agreement we proclaim an independent 
fight for the Party principle, independent work on building 
the Party without those who have proved by a year’s experi- 
ence their unwillingness to work on this, together with those 
Mensheviks and non-factionalists who have proved the op- 
posite. If the agreement, which was directly and explicitly 
dependent on the Golosists and Vperyodists coming over to 
the pro-Party position, has proved to have been violated by 
them, it is our full right and our duty to cancel the agreement 
with people who have flouted the Party, and to seek all pos- 
sible forms of closer alignment with people who support the 
Party. 

Much more important than the formal aspect, however, is 
the factual state of affairs. Especially illuminating in this 
respect is the hypocrisy of the Golosists and Vperyodists, 
who both at the plenum and after it continued to make 
declarations in the press about their pro-Party attitude. The 
hypocrisy of such asseverations, the glaring falsity of cries 
about a split on the part of such people, is so obvious that 
it is not worth wasting many words on it. It was the Golos- 
ists and the Vperyodists who created an actual split immedi- 
ately after the plenum-or rather, who did not cease creating 
it despite their promises at the plenum; it was they who 
during the whole year continued this split, intensified it, and 
supported the independence from the Party of the group of 
Potresov and Co., the group of literati, the organisers of the 
“Machist’” school, etc., etc. To allow such splitters to remain 
in the Party centres means the utter ruin of the Party’s cause. 
To let the previous position remain, where these splitters 
took advantage of their presence in the Party centres to put 
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a brake on all work, to demoralise the Party trom within 
for the benefit of Mr. Potresov or the leaders of the ‘““Machist’’ 
school, means to do tremendous, irreparable damage to the 
cause of Party unity. 

Long ago it was said that not everyone who calls out 
“Lord, Lord” will enter the kingdom of heaven. And, after 
the experience of the plenum, we must repeat: not everyone 
who voices cheap phrases about partyism is really pro-Party. 
The Golosists and Vperyodists split the Party after the 
plenum. That is a fact. Trotsky was their advocate in this 
matter. That is also a fact. 

There is no other way of halting the split, of preventing 
it from spreading than by strengthening, consolidating and 
formally confirming the rapprochement of those who actually 
carried out Party activity after the plenum, i.e., the pro- 
Party Mensheviks and Bolsheviks. 


Announcing our view of Party affairs to all pro-Party 
Mensheviks, non-factional pro-Party Social-Democrats and 
Bolsheviks, as well as all national Social-Democratic organi- 
sations, we invite the Bolshevik groups in Russia to begin 
immediately to rally around Rabochaya Gazeta and to set 
about preparing those meetings and conferences which are 
essential for restoring the Party and which, owing to the 
present state of affairs, must inevitably begin with the most 
modest, unofficial and informal attempts. To give in print 
more details about the nature of such attempts would be 
out of place. 

We invite too the Bolshevik groups abroad to reorganise 
themselves in such a way as to cease all connection with the 
Vperyodists, who have fully proved their anti-Party character, 
and without the hindrance of these defenders of otzovism to 
begin systematic work for strengthening the Party, closer 
alignment with pro-Party elements of other factions and the 
creation of joint clubs, lectures, reports, etc., to take pre- 
paratory steps towards a real union abroad of all those who 
do not follow Vperyod and Golos. If the existence of two 
parallel groups is inevitable where there are Golosists, it is 
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not seemly for Bolsheviks to tolerate any longer in their 
group the anti-Party Vperyodists. Let them find a refuge 
among the Golosists. 


The Editorial Board of Rabochaya Gazeta 


Written in the second half Vol. 16 
of November (first half of 
December) 1910 


First published January 21, 1932, 
in the newspaper Pravda No. 21 


THE HISTORICAL MEANING 
OF THE INNER-PARTY STRUGGLE IN RUSSIA 


The subject indicated by the above title is dealt with in 
articles by Trotsky and Martov in Nos. 50 and 51 of Neue 
Zeit.9 Martov expounds Menshevik views. Trotsky follows 
in the wake of the Mensheviks, taking cover behind particu- 
larly sonorous phrases. Martov sums up the “Russian ex- 
perience” by saying: “Blanquist and anarchist lack of culture 
triumphed over Marxist culture” (read: Bolshevism over 
Menshevism). ‘Russian Social-Democracy spoke too zeal- 
ously in Russian’, in contrast to the “general European” 
metheds of tactics. Trotsky’s ‘‘philosophy of history’’ is the 
same. The cause of the struggle is the “adaptation of the 
Marxist intelligentsia to the class movement of the proletar- 
iat’. “Sectarianism, inteilectualist individualism, ideological 
fetishism’ are placed in the forefront. “The struggle for 
influence over the politically immature proletariat’’—that is 
the essence of the matter. 


I 


The theory that the struggle between Bolshevism and 
Menshevism is a struggle for influence over an immature 
proletariat is not a new one. We have been encountering it 
since 1905 (if not since 1903) in innumerable books, 
pamphlets and articles in the liberal press. Martov and 
Trotsky are putting before the German comrades liberal 
views with a Marxist coating. 

Of course, the Russian proletariat is politically far less 
mature than the proletariat of Western Europe. But of all 
classes of Russian society, it was the proletariat that dis- 
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played the greatest political maturity in 1905-07. The Russian 
liberal bourgeoisie, which behaved in just as vile, cowardly, 
stupid and treacherous a manner as the German bourgeoisie 
in 1848, hates the Russian proletariat for the very reason 
that in 1905 it proved sufficiently mature politically to wrest 
the leadership of the movement from this bourgeoisie and 
ruthlessly to expose the treachery of the liberals. 

Trotsky declares: “It is an illusion” to imagine that Men- 
shevism and Bolshevism “have struck deep roots in the 
depths of the proletariat’. This is a specimen of the resonant 
but empty phrases of which our Trotsky is a master. The 
roots of the divergence between the Mensheviks and the 
Bolsheviks lie, not in the “depths of the proletariat”, but in 
the economic content of the Russian revolution. By ignoring 
this content, Martov and Trotsky have deprived themselves 
of the possibility of understanding the historical meaning of 
the inner-Party struggle in Russia. The crux of the matter is 
not whether the theoretical formulations of the differences 
have penetrated “deeply” into this or that stratum of the 
proletariat, but the fact that the economic conditions of the 
Revolution of 1905 brought the proletariat into hostile rela- 
tions with the liberal bourgeoisie—not only over the question 
of improving the conditions of daily life of the workers, but 
also over the agrarian question, over all the political ques- 
tions of the revolution, etc. To speak of the struggle of trends 
in the Russian revolution, distributing labels such as “sectar- 
ianism”, “‘lack of culture’, etc., and not to say a word about 
the fundamental economic interests of the proletariat, of 
the liberal bourgeoisie and of the democratic peasantry, 
means stooping to the level of the cheap journalists. 

Here is an example: “In the whole of Western Europe,” 
Martov writes, “the peasant masses are considered suitable 
for an alliance (with the proletariat] only to the extent that 
they begin to feel the grave consequences of the capitalist 
revolution in agriculture; in Russia, however, a picture has 
been drawn of a numerically weak proletariat combining 
with a hundred million peasants who have not yet felt, or 
have hardly felt the ‘educational’ effect of capitalism, and 
therefore have not yet been through the school of the capi- 
talist bourgeoisie.” 
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This is not a slip of the pen on Martov’s part. It is the 
central point of all the ideas of Menshevism. The opportunist 
history of the Russian revolution which is being published 
in Russia under the editorship of Potresov, Martov and 
Maslov (The Social Movement in Russia at the Beginning of 
the Twentieth Century) is thoroughly permeated with these 
ideas. The Menshevik Maslov expressed these ideas still more 
graphically when he stated in the article which sums up this 
“work”: “a dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry 
would run counter to the whole course of economic develop- 
ment.” It is precisely here that the roots of the divergencies 
between Bolshevism and Menshevism must be sought. 

Martov substituted the school of the capitalist bourgeoisie 
for the school of capitalism. (Let us state in parenthesis that 
there is no other bourgeoisie in the world than the capitalist 
bourgeoisie.) What is meant by the school of capitalism? That 
capitalism lifts the peasants from the idiocy of rural life, 
rouses them and impels them to fight. What is meant by the 
school of the “capitalist bourgeoisie’? That “the German 
bourgeoisie of 1848 is without the least compunction betray- 
ing the peasants, who are its most natural allies ... and with- 
out whom it is powerless against the nobility’ (Karl Marx 
in Neue Rheinische Zeitung®! of July 29, 1848). That the 
Russian liberal bourgeoisie in 1905-07 systematically and 
persistently betrayed the peasants, that it in fact deserted to 
the side of the landlords and tsarism against the fighting 
peasants and put direct obstacles in the path of the 
development of the peasant struggle. 

Under cover of ‘Marxist’ catchwords about the ‘‘educa- 
tion” of the peasants by capitalism, Martov is advocating the 
“education” of the peasants (who tought the nobility in revo- 
lutionary fashion) by the liberals (who betrayed the peasants 
to the nobles). 

This is substituting liberalism for Marxism. This is liber- 
alism embellished with Marxist phrases. What Bebel said in 
Magdeburg about there being National Liberals among the 
Social-Democrats is true not only of Germany. 

It is also necessary to observe that most of the ideological 
leaders of Russian liberalism were brought up on German 
literature and are deliberately transplanting to Russia the 
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Brentano and Sombart brand of ‘““Marxism’’, which recognises 
the “school of capitalism”, but rejects the school of revolu- 
tionary class struggle. All the counter-revolutionary liberals 
in Russia, such as Struve, Bulgakov, Frank, Izgoyev and Co., 
flaunt similar ‘“Marxist” phrases. 

Martov compares Russia of the epoch of peasant uprisings 
against feudalism with “Western Europe’, which put an end 
to feudalism long ago. This is a stupendous distortion of the 
historical perspective. Are there any socialists “in the whole 
of Western Europe” whose programme contains the demand: 
“to support the revolutionary actions of the peasantry in- 
cluding confiscation of the landed estates'’262 No, there are 
none. The socialists “in the whole of Western Europe” do 
not at all support the small proprietors in their fight over 
landownership against the big proprietors. Wherein lies the 
difference? In the fact that “‘in the whole of Western Europe’ 
the bourgeois system, including, in particular, bourgeois 
agrarian relations, was established and took definite shape 
long ago, whereas in Russia it is just now that a revolution 
is taking place over the question of the form this bourgeois 
system is to assume. Martov repeats the threadbare method 
of the liberals, who always contrast the period of revolu- 
tionary conflicts over a given question with periods in which 
there are no such revolutionary conflicts because the question 
itself was solved long ago. 

The tragicomedy of Menshevism lies in the fact that at the 
time of the revolution it had to accept theses which were in- 
compatible with liberalism. If we support the struggle of the 
“peasantry” for the confiscation of the land, it means that 
we admit that victory is possible and economically and 
politically advantageous for the working class and the whole 
of the people. But the victory of the “peasantry” led by the 
proletariat in the struggle for the confiscation of the landed 
estates is precisely the revolutionary dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat and the peasantry. (Let us recall what Marx said in 
1848 about the need for a dictatorship in a revolution, and 
Mehring’s deserved ridicule of those who accused Marx of 
wishing to achieve democracy by setting up a dictatorship.)® 

The view that the dictatorship of these classes “runs coun- 
ter to the whole course of economic development” is radically 
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wrong. The very opposite is the case. Only such a dictatorship 
could make a clean sweep of the remnants of feudalism and 
secure the speediest development of the productive forces. 
The policy of the liberals, on the contrary, entrusts the whole 
matter to the Russian Junkers, who are retarding “‘the course 
of the economic development” of Russia a hundredfold. 

In 1905-07 the contradiction existing between the liberal 
bourgeoisie and the peasantry became fully revealed. In the 
spring and autumn of 1905, as well as in the spring of 1906, 
from one-third to one-half of the uyezds of Central Russia 
were affected by peasant revolts. The peasants destroyed 
approximately 2,000 country-houses of landlords (unfortunate- 
ly this is not more than one-fifteenth 9f what should have 
been destroyed). The proletariat alone whole-heartedly sup- 
ported this revolutionary struggle, directed it in every way, 
guided it, and united it by its mass strikes. The liberal bour- 
geoisie never helped this revolutionary struggle; they pre- 
ferred to “pacify” the peasants and “reconcile” them with the 
landlords and the tsar. The same thing was then repeated in 
the parliamentary arena in the first two Dumas (1906 and 
1907). During the whole of that period the liberals hindered 
the struggle of the peasants and betrayed them; and it was 
only the workers’ deputies who directed and supported the 
peasants in opposition to the liberals. The entire history of 
the First and Second Dumas is full of the struggle of the 
liberals against the peasants and the Social-Democrats. The 
struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism is inseparably 
bound up with that history, being a struggle over the ques- 
tion whether to support the liberals or to overthrow the 
hegemony of the liberals over the peasantry. Therefore, to 
attribute our splits to the influence of the intelligentsia, to 
the immaturity of the proletariat, etc., is a childishly naive 
repetition of liberal fairy-tales. 

For the same reason Trotsky’s argument that splits in the 
international Social-Democratic movement are caused by 
the “process of adaptation of the social-revolutionary class 
to the limited (narrow) conditions of parliamentarism”’, etc., 
while in the Russian Social-Democratic movement they are 
caused by the adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletar- 
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iat, is absolutely false. Trotsky writes: ‘‘While the real polit- 
ical content of this process of adaptation was limited (narrow) 
from the standpoint of the final aim of socialism, its forms 
were unrestrained, and the ideological shadow cast by this 
process was great.” 

This truly “unrestrained” phrase-mongering is merely the 
“ideological shadow” of liberalism. Both Martov and Trotsky 
mix up different historical periods and compare Russia, 
which is going through her bourgeois revolution, with Eu- 
rope, where these revolutions were completed long ago. In 
Europe the real political content of Social-Democratic work 
is to prepare the proletariat for the struggle for power against 
the bourgeoisie, which already holds full sway in the state. 
In Russia, the question is still only one of creating a modern 
bourgeois state, which will be similar either to a Junker 
monarchy (in the event of tsarism being victorious over 
democracy) or to a peasant bourgeois-democratic republic 
(in the event of democracy being victorious over tsarism). 
And the victory of democracy in present-day Russia is pos- 
sible only if the peasant masses follow the lead of the revo- 
lutionary proletariat and not that of the treacherous liberals. 
History has not yet decided this question. The bourgeois 
revolutions are not yet completed in Russia and within these 
bounds, i.e., within the bounds of the struggle for the form 
of the bourgeois regime in Russia, ‘the real political content” 
of the work of Russian Social-Democrats is less “limited” 
than in countries where there is no struggle for the confisca- 
tion of the landed estates by the peasants, where the bour- 
geois revolutions were completed long ago. 

It is easy to understand why the class interests of the 
bourgeoisie compel the liberals to try to persuade the work- 
ers that their role in the revolution is ‘limited’, that the 
struggle of trends is caused by the intelligentsia, and not by 
profound economic contradictions, that the workers’ party 
must be “not the leader in the struggle for emancipation, but 
a class party’. This is the formula that the Golosist liquida- 
tors advanced quite recently (Levitsky in Nasha Zarya) and 
which the liberals have approved. They use the term “class 
party” in the Brentano-Sombart sense: concern yourself only 
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with your own class and abandon “Blanquist dreams” of 
leading all the revolutionary elements of the people in a 
struggle against tsarism and treacherous liberalism. 


II 


Martov’s arguments on the Russian revolution and 
Trotsky’s arguments on the present state of Russian Social- 
Democracy definitely confirm the incorrectness of their 
fundamental views. 

We shall start with the boycott. Mating calls the boycott 
“abstention from politics’, the method of the “anarchists and 
syndicalists”, and he refers only to 1906. Trotsky says that 
the “boycottist tendency runs through the whole history 
of Bolshevism—boycott of the trade unions, of the State 
Duma, of local self-government bodies, etc.”, that it is the 
“result of sectarian fear of being swamped by the masses, the 
radicalism of irreconcilable abstention”, etc. As regards boy- 
cotting the trade unions and the local self-government bodies, 
what Trotsky says is absolutely untrue. It is equally untrue 
to say that boycottism runs through the whole history of 
Bolshevism; Bolshevism as a tendency took definite shape in 
the spring and summer of 1905, before the question of the 
boycott first came up. In August 1906, in the official organ of 
the faction, Bolshevism declared that the historical condi- 
tions which made the boycott necessary had passed. 

Trotsky distorts Bolshevism, because he has never been 
able to form any definite views on the role of the proletariat 
in the Russian bourgeois revolution. 

But far worse is the distortion of the history of this revo- 
lution. If we are to speak of the boycott we must start from 
the beginning, not from the end. The first (and only) victory 
in the revolution was wrested by the mass movement, which 
proceeded under the slogan of the boycott. It is only to the 
advantage of the liberals to forget this. 

The law of August 6 (19), 1905, created the Bulygin Duma® 
as a consultative body. The liberals, even the most radical of 
them, decided to participate in this Duma. The Social- 
Democrats, by an enormous majority (against the Mensheviks), 
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decided to boycott it and to call upon the masses for a direct 
onslaught on tsarism, for a mass strike and an uprising. 
Hence, the question of the boycott was not a question within 
Social-Democracy alone. It was a question of the struggle of 
liberalism against the proletariat. The entire liberal press 
of that time showed that the liberals feared the development 
of the revolution and directed all their efforts towards reach- 
ing an “agreement” with tsarism. 

What were the objective conditions for an immediate mass 
struggle? The best answer to this is supplied by the statistics 
of strikes (subdivided into economic and political strikes) 
and of the peasant movement. We cite here the principal 
data, which will serve to illustrate the whole of our subse- 
quent exposition. 


Number of Persons Involved in Strikes per Quarter* 
(in thousands) 


1905 1906 1907 
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uyezds affected 14.2% 36.9% 49.2% 21.1% 


by the peasant 
movement 


These figures reveal what enormous energy the proletariat 
is capable of displaying during a revolution. In the entire 
decade preceding the revolution the number of strikers in 


* The periods which are of special importance are enclosed in 
boxes: 1905, I-Jan. 9; 1905, IV—the climax of the revolution, October 
and December; 1906, II-the First Duma; 1907, II-the Second Duma. 
The figures are from the official statistics of strikes, which I am 
working on in detail for the outline of the history of the Russian revo- 
lution that I am now preparing for the press, 
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Russia was only 431,000, i.e., an average of 43,000 per year, 
while in 1905 the total number of strikers was 2,863,000-at 
a time when the total number of factory workers was only 
1,661,000! The world has never witnessed a strike movement 
like it. In the third quarter of 1905, when the question of the 
boycott arose for the first time, we observe the transition to 
a new and much more powerful wave of the strike movement 
(and, following it, of the peasant movement). The real histor- 
ical content of the question of the boycott was whether to 
help the rise of this revolutionary wave and direct it towards 
the overthrow of tsarism, or whether to allow tsarism to 
divert the attention of the masses by the game of a consul- 
tative Duma. It is therefore easy to see how much triviality 
and liberal-like obtuseness there is in the efforts to link 
the boycott in the history of the Russian revolution with 
“abstention from politics’, “sectarianism”, etc. Under the 
slogan of the boycott adopted against the liberals a move- 
ment arose which brought about an increase in the number 
of political strikers from 151,000 during the third quarter of 
1905 to one million during the fourth quarter of 1905. 

Martov declares that the “chief cause’’ of the success of 
the strikes in 1905 was “the growing current of opposition in 
wide bourgeois circles’. “The influence of these wide sections 
of the bourgeoisie extended so far that they, on the one hand, 
directly instigated the workers to political strikes,” and, on 
the other, urged the employers “to pay the wages of the 
workers during a strike’ (Martov’s italics). 

We shall contrast this honeyed praise of the “influence” 
of the bourgeoisie with dry statistics. In 1905 strikes much 
more frequently ended in favour of the workers than in 1907. 
Here are the figures for that year: 1,438,610 strikers pre- 
sented economic demands; 369,304 workers won their fight; 
671,590 ended it with a compromise and 397,716 lost. Such 
in fact (and not according to liberal fables) was the “‘influ- 
ence” of the bourgeoisie. Martov distorts the actual attitude 
of the proletariat towards the bourgeoisie in a truly liberal 
fashion. It was not because the bourgeoisie, on rare occasions, 
paid for the strikes, or came forward in opposition that the 
workers won (in ‘economics’ and in politics), but it was 
because the workers were winning victories that the bour- 
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geoisie were disaffected and paid. The force of the class 
attack, the force of the strikes in which millions took part, 
the force of the peasant riots and of the uprisings in the 
armed forces were the cause, the “chief cause’, my dear 
Martov; the “sympathy” of the bourgeoisie was the effect. 

Martov writes: ‘October 17,67 which opened up prospects of 
elections to the Duma and made it possible to hold meetings, 
to form workers’ unions and to publish Social-Democratic 
newspapers, indicated the direction along which the 
work should have been conducted.” But the trouble was that 
“the idea of the possibility of a ‘strategy of attrition’ did 
not enter anybody’s head. The whole movement was being 
artificially pushed towards a serious and decisive clash,” ie., 
towards the December strike and the December ‘‘sanguinary 
defeat’’.68 

Kautsky disputed with Rosa Luxemburg whether in Ger- 
many in the spring of 1910 the moment had come for the 
transition from the ‘strategy of attrition’ to the “strategy of 
overthrow”, and Kautsky stated plainly and definitely that 
this transition was inevitable if the political crisis developed 
further. But Martov, clinging to Kautsky’s apron strings, 
retrospectively advocates the “‘strategy of attrition’ for the 
period when the revolution reached its highest intensity. No, 
my dear Martov, you are merely repeating liberal speeches. 
October 17 did not “open up” “prospects” of a peaceful 
constitution-that is only a liberal fairy-tale; it opened civil 
war. This war was prepared, not by the subjective will of 
parties or groups, but by the whole course of events since 
January 1905. The October Manifesto signified not the ces- 
sation of the struggle, but the balancing of the contending 
forces: tsarism was no longer in a position to govern, the 
revolution was not yet in a position to overthrow it. The 
objectively inevitable consequence of this situation was a 
decisive struggle. Both in October and in November civil war 
was a fact (and the peaceful “prospects” were a liberal lie); 
this war found expression not only in pogroms, but also in 
the struggle by armed force against insubordinate units of 
the army, against the peasants in one-third of Russia and 
against the border regions. Those who under such circum- 
stances regard the December armed uprising and mass strike 
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as “artificial’’ can only artificially be classed as Social- 
Democrats. The natural party for such people is the liberal 
party. 

In 1848 and in 1871 Marx said that there are moments in 
a revolution when surrendering to the enemy without a strug- 
gle has a more demoralising effect on the masses than defeat 
in a fight.69 December 1905 was not only such a moment in 
the history of the Russian revolution, it was the natural and 
inevitable culmination of the mass encounters and battles 
which had been growing in intensity in all parts of the coun- 
try during the preceding twelve months. Even dry statistics 
bear witness to this fact. The number of persons who took 
part in purely political strikes (i.e, in which no economic 
demands were presented) was: in January 1905, 123,000; in 
October, 328,000; in December, 372,000. And yet there are 
people who want us to believe that this growth was “‘artifi- 
cial’’! We are treated to a fairy-tale to the effect that such a 
growth of the mass political struggle, in addition to the 
mutinies in the armed forces, is possible without its inevit- 
able development into an armed uprising! No, this is not a 
history of the revolution, it is a liberal libel on the revolution. 


HI 


Concerning the October strike, Martov writes: “Just at 
this time, when general excitement reigns among the working 
masses ... an attempt is made to merge the struggle for 
political liberty and the economic struggle into a single 
whole. Comrade Rosa Luxemburg’s opinion notwithstanding, 
this revealed, not the strong, but the weak side of the move- 
ment.” The attempt to introduce the eight-hour working day 
by revolutionary means ended in failure and “disorganised” 
the workers. “The general strike of the post and telegraph 
employees in November 1905 acted in the same direction.” 
This is the way Martov writes history. 

It is sufficient to glance at the statistics given above to see 
the falsity of this history. Throughout all the three years of 
the revolution we observe that every time the political crisis 
becomes acute there is an upsurge, not only of the political, 
but also of the economic strike struggle. Not the weakness, 
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but the strength of the movement lay in the combination of 
the two forms of struggle. The opposite view is the view 
of the liberal bourgeois, for the very thing he wanted was that 
the workers should take part in politics, without, however, 
the broad masses being drawn into the revolution and into 
the struggle against the bourgeoisie. It was precisely after 
October 17 that the liberal Zemstvo movement” finally 
split; the landlords and industrialists formed the openly 
counter-revolutionary party of the ‘‘Octobrists’”, who un- 
leashed all the force of reprisals against the strikers (while 
in the press the “Left” liberals, the Cadets, accused the work- 
ers of “madness’). Martov, echoing the Octobrists and the 
Cadets, is of the opinion that the ‘‘weakness” of the workers 
jay in the fact that at that very time they were trying to 
make the economic struggle still more aggressive. In our 
opinion the weakness of the workers (and still more of the 
peasants) lay in the fact that they did not resolutely, widely 
and quickly enough pass to the aggressive economic and 
armed political struggle which inevitably resulted from the 
whole course of events, and not at all from the subjective 
desires of particular groups or parties. A wide gulf separates 
our view from Martov’s and, in spite of Trotsky’s assertions, 
this gulf between the views of “intellectuals” reflects only 
the gulf which in fact existed at the end of 1905 between 
the classes, namely, between the revolutionary proletariat, 
which fought, and the bourgeoisie, which behaved in a 
treacherous manner. 

It must be added that defeats of the workers in the strike 
struggle are characteristic not only of the end of 1905, which 
Martov seized upon, but to a still greater extent of 1906 and 
1907. The statistics show that during the ten years 1895- 
1904 the employers won 51.6 per cent of the strikes (accord- 
ing to the number of strikers involved); in 1905, 29.4 per 
cent; in 1906, 33.5 per cent; in 1907, 57.6 per cent; in 1908, 
68.8 per cent. Does this mean that the economic strikes of 
1906-07 were “mad” and “inopportune”, and that they re- 
vealed the ‘‘weak side of the movement’? No. It means that 
inasmuch as the offensive of the revolutionary struggle of 
the masses was not strong enough in 1905, defeat (both in 
politics and in “economics”’) was inevitable, but that if the 
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proletariat had not been able to rise at least twice for a 
new attack against the enemy (a quarter of a million persons 
involved in political strikes alone during the second quarter 
of 1906 and also 1907), the defeat would have been still 
greater; the coup d'état would have taken place not in June 
1907, but a year, or even more than a year, earlier, and the 
workers would have been deprived of the economic gains 
of 1905 even sooner than they were. 

It is this significance of the revolutionary struggle of the 
masses that Martov absolutely fails to understand. Echoing 
the liberals, he says, in reference to the boycott at the begin- 
ning of 1906, that “for a time the Social-Democrats remained 
outside the political line ot battle’. From a purely theoretical 
standpoint such a presentation of the question of the boycott 
in 1906 is an incredible simplification and vulgarisation of 
a very complex problem. What was the real “‘line of battle’ 
during the second quarter of 1906-was it parliamentary or 
extra-parliamentary? Look at the statistics: the number of 
persons involved in ‘‘economic” strikes rose from 73,000 to 
222,000, the number of those involved in political strikes rose 
from 196,000 to 257,000. The number of uyezds affected by 
the peasant movement rose from 36.9 per cent to 49.2 per 
cent of the total. It is known that mutinies in the armed 
forces also increased greatly and became more frequent dur- 
ing the second quarter of 1906 compared with the first. It is 
known further that the First Duma was the most revolution- 
ary parliament in the world (at the beginning of the twentieth 
century), yet at the same time it was the most impotent; 
not a single one of its decisions was put into effect. 

Such are the objective facts. In the estimation of the 
liberals and Martov, these facts show that the Duma was the 
real “line of battle’, whereas uprisings, political strikes and 
the unrest among the peasants and soldiers were the incon- 
sequential affair of “revolutionary romanticists’. And the 
deep-thinking Trotsky is of the opinion that the factional 
differences that arose on this ground represented an “‘in- 
tellectualist” ‘struggle for influence over an immature pro- 
letariat”. In our opinion the objective data prove that in the 
spring of 1906 there was such a serious upsurge of a real 
revolutionary mass struggle that the Social-Democratic Party 


HISTORICAL MEANING OF INNER-PARTY STRUGGLE IN RUSSIA 431 


was obliged to regard precisely that struggle as the principal 
struggle and exert every effort to support and develop it. In 
our opinion the specific political situation at that period-— 
when the tsarist government obtained from Europe a two 
thousand million loan on the security, as it were, of the 
convocation of the Duma, and when the tsarist government 
was hastily promulgating laws against the boycott of the 
Duma-fully justified the attempt made by the proletariat to 
wrest the convocation of the first parliament in Russia out 
of the hands of the tsar. In our opinion it was not the Social- 
Democrats, but the liberals, who ‘‘remained outside the polit- 
ical line of battle’ at that time. Those constitutional illusions, 
on the spread of which among the masses the whole career 
of the liberals in the revolution was based, were most 
glaringly refuted by the history of the First Duma. 

In both the First and the Second Dumas the liberals 
(Cadets) had a majority and occupied the political foreground 
with much noise and fuss. But it was just these liberal ‘‘vic- 
tories” that clearly showed that the liberals remained all the 
time “outside the political line of battle’, that they were 
political comedians who deeply corrupted the democratic 
consciousness of the masses. And if Martov and his friends, 
echoing the liberals, point to the heavy defeats of the revolu- 
tion as an object-lesson of “what should not be done’, our 
answer to them is, firstly, that the only real victory gained 
by the revolution was the victory of the proletariat, which 
rejected the liberal advice to enter the Bulygin Duma and 
led the peasant masses to an uprising; secondly, by the heroic 
struggle it waged during the course of three years (1905-07) 
the Russian proletariat won for itself and for the Russian 
people gains that took other nations decades to win. It won 
the emancipation of the working masses from the influence 
of treacherous and contemptibly impotent liberalism. It won 
for itself the hegemony in the struggle for freedom and 
democracy as a pre-condition of the struggle for socialism. 
It won for all the oppressed and exploited classes of Russia 
the ability to wage a revolutionary mass struggle, without 
which nothing of importance in the progress of mankind has 
been achieved anywhere in the world. 
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These gains cannot be taken away from the Russian pro- 
letariat by any reaction, or by any hatred, abuse and malice 
on the part of the liberals, or by any vacillation, 
short-sightedness and lack of faith on the part of the 
socialist opportunists. 


IV 


The development of the factions in Russian Social-Democ- 
racy since the revolution is also to be explained, not by the 
“adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariat’, but by 
the changes in the relations between the classes. The Revolu- 
tion of 1905-07 accentuated, brought out into the open and 
placed on the order of the day the antagonism between the 
peasants and the liberal bourgeoisie over the question of 
the form of a bourgeois regime in Russia. The politically 
mature proletariat could not but take a most energetic part 
in this struggle, and its attitude to the various classes of the 
new society was reflected in the struggle between Bolshevism 
and Menshevism. 

The three years 1908-10 are marked by the victory of the 
counter-revolution, by the restoration of the autocracy and 
by the Third Duma, the Duma of the Black Hundreds and 
Octobrists. The struggle between the bourgeois classes over 
the form of the new regime has ceased to be in the forefront. 
The proletariat is now confronted with the elementary task 
of preserving its proletarian party, which is hostile both to 
the reaction and to counter-revolutionary liberalism. This 
task is not an easy one, because it is the proletariat that 
suffers all the brunt of economic and political persecution, 
and all the hatred of the liberals because the leadership of 
the masses in the revolution has been wrested from them by 
the Social-Democrats. 

The crisis in the Social-Democratic Party is very grave. 
The organisations are shattered. A large number of veteran 
leaders (especially among the intellectuals) have been arrest- 
ed. A new type of Social-Democratic worker, who is taking 
the affairs of the Party in hand, has already appeared, but 
he has to overcome extraordinary difficulties. Under such 
conditions the Social-Democratic Party is losing many of its 


HISTORICAL MEANING OF INNER-PARTY STRUGGLE IN RUSSIA 133 


“fellow-travellers”. It is natural that petty-bourgeois ‘’fellow- 
travellers’ should have joined the socialists during the bour- 
geois revolution. Now they are falling away from Marxism 
and from Social-Democracy. This process is observed in both 
factions: among the Bolsheviks in the shape of the “‘otzovist” 
tendency, which arose in the spring of 1908, suffered defeat 
immediately at the Moscow Conference, and after a long 
struggle was rejected by the official centre of the faction and 
formed a separate faction abroad-the Vperyod faction. The 
specific character of the period of disintegration was expressed 
in the fact that this faction united those Machists who 
introduced into their platform the struggle against Marxism 
(under the guise of defence of “proletarian philosophy”) and 
the “ultimatumists”, those shamefaced otzovists, as well as 
various types of ‘‘days-of-freedom Social-Democrats’, who 
were carried away by “spectacular’’ slogans, which they 
learned by rote, but who failed to understand the fundament- 
als of Marxism. 

Among the Mensheviks the same process of the falling 
away of petty-bourgeois ‘fellow-travellers’’ was expressed in 
the liquidationist tendency, now fully formulated in Mr. 
Potresov’s magazine Nasha Zarya, in Vozrozhdeniye and 
Zhizn, in the stand taken by “the Sixteen” and “the trio” 
(Mikhail, Roman, Yuri), while Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, pub- 
lished abroad, acted as a servant of the Russian liquidators 
in fact and a diplomatic disguise for them before the Party 
membership. 

Failing to understand the historical and economic signifi- 
cance of this disintegration in the era of counter-revolution, 
of this falling away of non-Social-Democratic elements 
from the Social-Democratic Labour Party, Trotsky tells the 
German readers that both factions are ‘falling to pieces”, 
that the Party is “falling to pieces’, that the Party is 
“demoralised”. 

It is not true. And this untruth expresses, firstly, Trotsky’s 
utter lack of theoretical understanding. Trotsky has absolute- 
ly failed to understand why the plenum’! described both 
liquidationism and otzovism as a “manifestation of bourgeois 
influence on the proletariat’. Just think: is the severance 
from the Party of trends which have been condemned by the 
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Party, and which express bourgeois influence on the proletar- 
iat, an indication of the Party’s disintegration, of its demor- 
alisation, or is it an indication of its becoming stronger 
and purer? 

Secondly, in practice, this untruth expresses the “policy” 
of advertisement pursued by Trotsky’s faction. That Trotsky’s 
venture is an attempt to create a faction is now obvious to 
all, since Trotsky has removed the Central Committee’s rep- 
resentative from Pravda. In advertising his faction Trotsky 
does not hesitate to tell the Germans that the Party is falling 
to pieces, that both factions are falling to pieces and that he, 
Trotsky, alone, is saving the situation. Actually, we all see 
now-and the latest resolution adopted by the Trotskyists (in 
the name of the Vienna Club, on November 26, 1910) proves 
this quite conclusively-that Trotsky enjoys the confidence 
exclusively of the liquidators and the Vperyodists. 

The extent of Trotsky’s shamelessness in belittling the 
Party and exalting himself before the Germans is shown, for 
instance, by the following. Trotsky writes that the “working 
masses” in Russia consider that the “Social-Democratic Party 
stands outside (Trotsky’s italics] their circle’ and he talks of 
“Social-Democrats without Social-Democracy”. 

How could one expect Mr. Potresov and his friends to 
refrain from bestowing kisses on ‘Trotsky for such 
statements? 

But these statements are refuted not only by the entire 
history of the revolution, but even by the results of the 
elections to the Third Duma from the workers’ curia. 

Trotsky writes that ‘owing to their former ideological and 
organisational structure, the Menshevik and Bolshevik fac- 
tions proved altogether incapable” of working in legal organ- 
isations; work was carried on by “individual groups of 
Social-Democrats, but all this took place outside the factions, 
outside their organisational influence’. “Even the most im- 
portant legal organisation, in which the Mensheviks predom- 
inate, works completely outside the control of the Menshe- 
vik faction.” That is what Trotsky writes. But the facts are 
as follows. From the very beginning of the existence of the 
Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma, the Bolshevik 
faction, through its representatives authorised by the Central 
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Committee of the Party, has all the time assisted, aided, 
advised and supervised the work of the Social-Democrats in 
the Duma. The same is done by the editorial board of the 
Central Organ of the Party, which consists of representatives 
of the factions (which were dissolved as factions in January 
1910). 

When Trotsky gives the German comrades a detailed 
account of the stupidity of “‘otzovism’” and describes this 
trend as a “crystallisation” of the boycottism characteristic 
of Bolshevism as a whole, and then mentions in a few words 
that Bolshevism ‘did not allow itself to be overpowered” 
by otzovism, but “attacked it resolutely or rather in an 
unbridled fashion’’-the German reader certainly gets no idea 
how much subtle perfidy there is in such an exposition. 
Trotsky’s Jesuitical “reservation” consists in omitting a small, 
very small “detail”. He ‘forgot’ to mention that at an of- 
ficial meeting of its representatives held as far back as the 
spring of 1909, the Bolshevik faction repudiated and expelled 
the otzovists. But it is just this ‘detail’ that is inconvenient 
for Trotsky, who wants to talk of the “falling to pieces’ of 
the Bolshevik faction (and then of the Party as well) and not 
of the falling away of the non-Social-Democratic elements! 

We now regard Martov as one of the leaders of liquida- 
tionism, one who is the more dangerous the more “cleverly” 
he defends the liquidators by quasi-Marxist phrases. But 
Martov openly expounds views which have put their stamp 
on whole tendencies in the mass labour movement of 1903- 
10. Trotsky, on the other hand, represents only his own 
personal vacillations and nothing more. In 1903 he was a 
Menshevik; he abandoned Menshevism in 1904, returned to 
the Mensheviks in 1905 and merely flaunted ultra-revolu- 
tionary phrases; in 1906 he left them again; at the end of 
1906 he advocated electoral agreements with the Cadets (i.e., 
he was in fact once more with the Mensheviks); and in the 
spring of 1907, at the London Congress, he said that he dif- 
fered from Rosa Luxemburg on “individual shades of ideas 
rather than on political tendencies”. One day Trotsky plagi- 
arises from the ideological stock-in-trade of one faction; the 
next day he plagiarises from that of another, and therefore 
declares himself to be standing above both factions. In theory 
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Trotsky is on no point in agreement with either the liquida- 
tors or the otzovists, but in actual practice he is in entire 
agreement with both the Golosists and the Vperyodists. 

Therefore, when Trotsky tells the German comrades that 
he represents the ‘general Party tendency”, I am obliged to 
declare that Trotsky represents only his own faction and 
enjoys a certain amount of confidence exclusively among the 
otzovists and the liquidators. The following facts prove the 
correctness of my statement. In January 1910, the Central 
Committee of our Party established close ties with Trotsky’s 
newspaper Pravda and appointed a representative of the 
Central Committee to sit on the editorial board. In September 
1910, the Central Organ of the Party announced a rupture 
between the representative of the Central Committee and 
Trotsky owing to Trotsky’s anti-Party policy. In Copenhagen, 
Plekhanov, as the representative of the pro-Party Menshe- 
viks and delegate of the editorial board of the Central Organ, 
together with the present writer, as the representative of the 
Bolsheviks, and a Polish comrade, entered an emphatic 
protest against the way Trotsky represents our Party affairs 
in the German press. 

Let the readers now judge for themselves whether Trotsky 
represents a “general Party”, or a “general anti-Party” trend 
in Russian Social-Democracy. 


Written at the end of 1910 Vol. 16 


Published April 29 (May 12), 
1911, in Diskussionny  Listok 
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Signed: N. Lenin 


POLEMICAL NOTES 


In an article entitled “The Results of the Artisans’ Con- 
gress” in Nasha Zarya No. 2, Mr. B. Bogdanov formulates 
his conclusions as follows: 


“The striving to break with the old underground and embark 
upon really open public and political activity—such is the new feature 
which also characterises the latest phase of our labour movement.” 
(Pp. 73.) “At a moment of heightened activity in public life, on the 
eve of by-elections in Moscow and general elections to the Fourth 
State Duma, the fact is very keenly felt that the politically organised 
section of the proletariat exercises no influence. The entire activity 
of the organised workers during recent years has been directed toward 
the revival of this independent political force. Consciously or un- 
consciously, all the participants of this movement are becoming agents 
of the reviving party of the proletariat. But the task of its organised 
section is not so much to accelerate this movement, not so much 
to give it formal shape prematurely, as to contribute to its development 
and lend it the greatest possible scope by drawing the widest possible 
masses into it and by resolutely breaking with the inactivity of the 
underground and its stupefying atmosphere.” (Pp. 74-75.) 


Only in newspapers of the Novoye Vremya’ type, and 
possibly also in the writings of embittered renegades to 
liberalism like Mr. Struve and Co., have we hitherto met 
with such howls about the “stupefying’” atmosphere, and 
similar hysterical cries and appeals to “break” with it. 
Hitherto it has been the rule in that political press which is 
considered in any way decent and honest, not to use a par- 
ticular platform to attack things that cannot be defended 
from that same platform. For over a year now, however, the 
crowd of liquidators, which includes B. Bogdanov, Levitsky, 
Potresov and others, has been successfully “overcoming” this 
antiquated democratic prejudice, systematically choosing for 
their appeals to “break resolutely”, etc., only those platforms 
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which assure them a monopoly in any discussion on the point 
at issue. It only remains for us to place on record this ‘‘well- 
protected” war waged against the “stupefying atmosphere” 
and-to pillory the warriors. 

The Bogdanovs, Levitskys and Potresovs juggle with facts 
when they refer to the workers’ urge to act openly and then 
draw their own conclusion that the workers are striving to 
break with the “stupefying atmosphere”. They rely for the 
success of their jugglery on its being impossible for us, the 
opponents of liquidationism, to make public the facts, known 
to the Bogdanovs, which testify to the indignation of the 
workers who at various congresses come out openly against 
intellectuals who advocate “breaking’’ with the underground. 
At the beginning of 1911, the workers, to their great honour 
be it said, are striving to engage in open political activity just 
as energetically as they were, for example, at the beginning 
of 1905; but neither then nor now have the workers ever 
revolted against the “‘stupefying atmosphere”, nor have they 
ever wanted “to break” with it. The only ones who may be 
correctly said to be striving to “break resolutely’ are the 
renegade intellectuals. 

Indeed, the reader would do well to reflect on the follow- 
ing fact. A group of writers has been vociferating, particul- 
arly since January 1910, about a “striving to break with the 
old”, and to “embark upon really open political activity”. 
During this period alone, this group has published more than 
twenty issues of its own magazines (Nasha Zarya, Vozrozh- 
deniye, Zhizn, Dyelo Zhizni), not to mention books, pam- 
phlets and articles in journals and newspapers that are not 
specifically liquidationist in character. How then, may it be 
asked, are we to account for the fact that writers who have 
been working so energetically in the journalistic field, and 
who speak with so much conviction of the need “resolutely 
to break with the old” and to “embark upon really open 
political activity” have so far themselves, in their own group, 
not ventured, not plucked up the courage to “break resolute- 
ly” with “the old” and to “embark upon really open politic- 
al activity” with a programme, platform and tactics that 
would mark “a resolute break” with “the stupefying 
atmosphere’? 
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What kind of a comedy is this? What hypocrisy! They 
speak of “the revival of this political force’, rail at “the 
stupefying atmosphere”, demand a break with the old, preach 
“really open political activity”, and at the same time refrain 
from substituting for it any programme, any platform, any 
tactics and any organisation! Why is it that our legalists, our 
would-be Marxists, lack even as much political honesty as 
was displayed by the Peshekhonovs and other publicists 
contributing to Russkoye Bogatstvo’? who began to speak of 
the stupefying atmosphere and of the need to ‘embark upon 
really open political activity’’ much earlier (beginning from 
1905-06) and who practised what they preached, actually 
“broke resolutely with the old’, actually came out with an 
“open” programme, an “open” platform, “open” tactics and 
an “open” organisation? 

Honesty in politics is the result of strength; hypocrisy is 
the result of weakness. The Peshekhonovs and Co. are a 
force among the Narodniks, therefore they come out really 
“openly”. The Bogdanovs, Levitskys, Potresovs and Co. are 
weak among the Marxists and at every step are repulsed by 
the class-conscious workers; that is why they play the hypo- 
crite, take cover and do not venture to come out openly with 
a programme and tactics of “really open political activity”. 

The Peshekhonovs and Co. are so strong among the Narod- 
niks that they carry their wares under their own flag. The 
Bogdanovs, Levitskys, Potresovs and Martovs are so weak 
among the Marxists that they are compelled to smuggle in 
their goods under a foreign flag. In their petty intellectualist 
magazine (Nasha Zarya) they summon up courage and shout: 
there is no “hierarchy”, we must “resolutely break with the 
old” and “embark upon really open political activity”. But 
when they face the workers, our liquidators act according 
to the saying: A lion among the lambs becomes a lamb 
among the lions. 

When facing the workers our heroes, who show such 
enthusiasm for “open political activity’ act anything but 
openly and do not offer any open programme, tactics or 
organisation. Hence the reason for the wise diplomacy of 
Mr. Bogdanov, who, in summarising “the results” of the 
artisans’ congress, offers the advice “not ... to accelerate” 
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the movement for really open political activity, “not ... to 
give it formal shape prematurely’. It looks as if Mr. Bog- 
danov has tried to give formal shape to his liquidationist 
plans, and present them to the workers, but burned his fin- 
gers in the attempt. This defecting intellectual met with a 
rebuff from the workers who, even when they err, act more 
straightforwardly and demand a straightforward answer 
(“You want us to break with the old? Well, why not come 
out openly and honestly with what you propose, in its 
place?”’). And Mr. B. Bogdanov, like the fox in Krylov’s 
fable,” consoles himself by saying-sour grapes! We must 
not give the new a formal shape prematurely; while break- 
ing with the old we must keep on waving its flag when we 
go to the workers—don’t hurry with the new. 

You may say that this means sitting between two stools. 
But such is precisely the nature of all opportunism. That is 
precisely what characterises the bourgeois intellectual of 
today who plays at Marxism. Mr. Struve played at Marxism 
from 1894 to 1898. The Bogdanovs, Levitskys and Potresovs 
have been playing at Marxism from 1908 to 1911. The liqui- 
dators today, like the Economists” of those days, serve as 


the channel for that same bourgeois influence among the 
proletariat. 


Mysl No. 4, March 1911 Vol. 17 


A CONVERSATION BETWEEN A LEGALIST 
AND AN OPPONENT OF LIQUIDATIONISM 


Legalist: It seems to me that the extreme bitterness of the 
struggle and controversy with the liquidators in the Social- 
Democratic press has over-inflamed passions and somewhat 
obscured the substance of the disagreement. 

Anti-liquidator: Isn’t it the other way round? Isn’t the 
sharpness of the struggle due to the profundity of the ideo- 
logical differences? Or you have, perhaps, also joined the 
camp of the “vacillators’—in other words, the “conciliators’’— 
who are trying to bridge the gulf with hollow phrases and 
sweeping platitudes? 

Legalist: Oh no! I am not at all inclined to “‘conciliate”. 
On the contrary. The point I want to make is that the liqui- 
dators have not enough understanding of what they want 
and hence are not resolute enough. They are still groping in 
the dark and developing spontaneously, if one may put it 
that way. They are still afraid of pursuing their line of 
thought to its conclusion. That is the reason for that inconsist- 
ency, confusion and hesitancy which their opponents mistake 
for hypocrisy and for fraudulent methods of struggle against 
the illegal party, etc. The result is a free-for-all, and the 
public at large, for whose benefit the controversy is being 
conducted, no longer understands what it is all about. Had 
they had fewer smart diplomats and more confidence in 
themselves, the liquidators would have proved their case 
sooner and smashed you to pieces. 

Anti-liquidator: That all sounds very nightmarish... . Still, 
it would be interesting to hear your arguments. 

Legalist: In my opinion, the liquidators are right. They 
ought to adopt the legalist label which has been hurled at 
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them. We shall adopt it and prove that it is the legalists who 
give the only correct answer-correct from the standpoint of 
Marxism-—to the vexed problems of the working-class move- 
ment in Russia today. Do you or do you not admit that the 
period we are now passing through represents in some ways 
a distinctive stage in the economic and political evolution 
of Russia? 

Anti-liquidator: I do. 

Legalist: You do so only in words, just as your notorious 
“December” (1908) resolutions do. Seriously considered, an 
admission of this sort means that the open existence of, let 
us say, the Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma is 
not an accident, but an inseparable constituent of “the present 
moment”. The sum total of the present political conditions, 
the sum total of the conditions obtaining in the working- 
class movement, is such that it is possible and essential to 
have an open, legal Social-Democratic group in the Duma, 
and it is possible and essential to have an open, legal Social- 
Democratic workers’ party. 

Anti-liquidator: Isn't it rather risky-this jump from a 
Social-Democratic group in the Duma to a Social-Democratic 
workers’ party? 

Legalist: Not in the least. The only difference is that the 
forms in which the Social-Democratic group in the Third 
Duma exists were determined for us from outside; all we 
had to do was to accept them, to enter, so to speak, into 
previously prepared premises, whereas it is up to us to find 
the forms for the existence of a legal workers’ party. Here 
we must show initiative, we must fight for new forms. Those 
whom you contemptuously call liquidators have embarked 
upon this fight, have entered on the new path; but, unfor- 
tunately, they have only made the first step. Unfortunately, 
they are still timid about it, keep looking back and confine 
themselves to half-measures. This may be inevitable at the 
beginning of the new road; but the beginning will be fol- 
lowed by further steps. The indecision of the first steps will 
disappear, and the mistakes will be rectified. 

Anti-liquidator: Excellent. Will you be kind enough to 
explain what these mistakes are and how they will be 
corrected. 
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Legalist: With pleasure! We cannot foretell exactly what 
the legal workers’ party of tomorrow will be like, but we 
can see the general direction in which the working-class 
movement is developing. Once we grant that this is the 
direction, I can boldly draw a picture of the legal party, 
knowing that the actual party may not be exactly like the 
picture, but it will be something like it. And in order to draw 
this picture for you I don’t have to “invent” anything. All I 
need is to consider the lessons life teaches us, the experience 
of activity under the new, post-revolutionary conditions. I 
need only to sum up this experience, disregarding the irrele- 
vant details, and following the main thread. The working 
class is legally represented in the Duma. There is a legal 
Social-Democratic group in the Duma. It is hounded, spied 
on; it is not allowed to hold meetings, it is deprived of ex- 
perienced people;7® tomorrow it may perhaps be scattered in 
prisons and places of exile—a legal party by no means pre- 
cludes judicial and police persecution, as your shortsighted 
followers believe. But the legal group in the Duma exists 
despite the persecutions. There are legal trade unions and 
clubs, legal Marxist monthly and weekly journals; they are 
even more hounded, they are being suppressed, bled white 
by fines, their editors pay perhaps with a month and a half 
in prison for each month in the editorial office, the unions 
are constantly being disbanded but still they exist. Think 
this over. It is one thing when there are no legal trade unions, 
no legal Marxist press, and no legal Social-Democratic 
deputies. That was the position up to 1905. It is a different 
thing when they do exist, even if they are hounded all the 
time, even if they are constantly being suppressed. This has 
been the state of affairs since 1907. This is the new feature 
in the situation. It is this “new feature’ that we must be 
able to turn to account, so as to extend, reinforce and 
consolidate it. 

Anti-liquidator: You started with the promise to be a more 
courageous and a more consistent legalist than those whom 
we have heard before, but so far you have done nothing but 
repeat what all the liquidators said long ago. 

Legalist: As I said before, the picture of a consistent and 
convinced legalism follows logically from close observation 
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of the experience provided by life. Actually all the various 
elements that go to make up a legal Social-Democratic workers’ 
party already exist. We must speak out loudly and bluntly 
and call things by their real names. We must fearlessly 
recognise that these disjointed elements will be, must be, 
brought together-if not today then tomorrow-and such a 
party will then emerge. It must be founded, and will be 
founded. It will be persecuted, but nevertheless it will exist, 
the years when there was no legal workers’ party will be 
succeeded by years during which a legal workers’ party will 
lead a precarious existence interrupted by numerous perse- 
cutions; and these years in their turn will be succeeded by 
years when Russia will have a legal Social-Democratic party 
following the purely European pattern. The years for a legal 
Social-Democratic party have already begun and it is already 
something more real than your underground organisation 
which is ninety-nine per cent demolished. In order fully to 
rally the legalists and imbue their activity with more con- 
fidence, system and steadfastness, we must not be afraid of 
speaking of things as they are, we must not be afraid of 
calling this reality by its real name, we must not be afraid 
of issuing the slogan and raising the banner. What if the 
courts and the police wrench the banner from our hands, 
what if they wrench it from us scores of times—they cannot 
destroy it, they cannot take it from us for long; for it sums 
up what actually exists, is growing and is bound to continue 
growing. 

Anti-liquidator: Keep to the point. Or I may have to 
remind you of the saying: ‘He sings well, but nobody knows 
what the end will be.” You promised to speak plainly. Well 
then, make it plain and more concrete: what are you going 
to inscribe on your banner? 

Legalist: That is exactly what I have been leading up to. 
We establish a legally functioning association to promote 
the working-class movement. This association is based on the 
principles of Marxism. Its aim is to bring about a change in 
the social conditions of life along Marxist lines, to abolish 
classes, to abolish the anarchy of production, etc. The im- 
mediate aim of the legal party, that is to say, of our asso- 
ciation, is the complete democratisation of the political and 
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social system, help in solving the agrarian problem along 
democratic lines, on the basis of Marxist views, and extensive 
labour legislation. Finally, the means by which the new 
association carries on its activity are all the legal means of 
propaganda, agitation and organisation. 

Anti-liquidator: You don't suppose that our government 
will permit such an association to be officially registered, do 
you? 

Legalist: Don’t worry, I am not as naive as that. Of 
course, our association will not be registered; but neither 
will it be right to regard it as illegal—that is the task we set 
ourselves. In each gubernia, worker after worker will draw 
up the rules of such an association and submit them to the 
authorities for endorsement. That will be a consistent and 
unremitting struggle for legality. The founders and members 
of such an association will not be liable to prosecution for 
the “dreadful” clauses of the programme of what is at present 
pur apology for a party; for the R.S.D.L.P. today is nothing 
but an apology for a party, and the ‘‘dreadful” clauses of its 
programme, such as the demand for a republic and the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat—to say nothing of the ‘dreadful’ 
clauses in the numerous resolutions about an armed upris- 
ing, etc.-frighten no one, are of no significance, and play 
no role whatever, unless we mean their “role” in causing 
people to be sent to penal servitude, although in actual fact 
they are not guilty of anything illegal. This is the point, this 
is the tragicomedy of the present situation in the Party. The 
hand of the dead grips the living. The obsolete “clauses” of 
various resolutions and of the old Party programme- 
“clauses” which life itself has repudiated, which have become 
useless and have actually been relegated to the archives—only 
serve our enemies, only help them to suppress us, and render 
no useful purpose, none whatsoever, in promoting the real 
movement of our days, the actual Social-Democratic work 
now being carried on in the Third Duma, in the legally pub- 
lished magazines and newspapers, in the legally existing 
unions, in the legally held congresses, and so on, and so forth. 
That is why as far as we legalists are concerned, the essence 
of the question is not the desire to avoid the most dangerous 
persecutions and penalties (as your followers, who, forgive 
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me for saying so, have been coached to hound the liquida- 
tors, would be prepared to conclude), but is, first, the import- 
ance in principle of an open working-class movement, and, 
secondly, in taking advantage of the contradictions of the 
present regime. Yes, yes, Mr. Orthodox, the principles of 
Marxism can by no means be reduced to a sum of words 
learned by rote, or to “orthodox” formulas fixed once and 
for all; no, they consist in helping the broad working-class 
movement, in promoting the organisation and initiative of 
the masses. What if some word or other remains ‘‘unspoken’’— 
I am fully aware that you and your followers make it a 
point to ‘voice’ what has been left unsaid by the Social- 
Democratic group in the Duma, by the legally published 
magazines, etc.; what if some words do remain “unspoken'’- 
what of it, the cause will still go on. Larger sections of the 
workers will be drawn into the movement. A resolute step will 
be taken towards uniting open actions. Every politically- 
conscious worker will strike a blow at the regime which 
oppresses him, he will aim at the very contradiction most 
characteristic of that regime at the moment, the contradic- 
tion between the formal recognition of legality and the actual 
refusal to grant it, between “toleration’’ of the Social- 
Democratic group in the Duma and the attempts to suppress 
the Social-Democratic party, between the recognition of work- 
ers’ associations in official statements and their persecution in 
actual fact. To strike a blow at the contradictions of the 
regime which oppresses the proletariat-that and not dead 
formulas, is the living soul of Marxism. One of the principal— 
I may even say one of the fundamental-reasons why the 
German Social-Democratic Party has been successful, is that 
it has always been willing to sacrifice the formula in the 
interests of the movement. After 1871 it succeeded in creating 
a party whose programme recognised only “lawful’’ methods 
of political activity. It succeeded in building up the strongest 
Social-Democratic movement in the world by means of a 
Social-Democratic programme which is much more “legal” 
than ours, for it does not contain and never has contained 
anything about a republic. You, however, are prepared to 
show the world an example of a “model-radical’’ Social- 
Democratic programme in the model-radical absence of a 
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Social-Democratic mass organisation, of a Social-Democratic 
mass movement. 

Anti-liquidator: So far your entire plan reduces itself in 
practice to a “mass movement” of incoming and outgoing 
papers in the government offices dealing with the affairs 
of associations and unions, assuming that in every gubernia 
every politically-conscious worker copies your draft plan 
for a legal Marxist “association” and submits it to the 
authorities for endorsement. Since you, yourself, say that this 
association will not be permitted, that means that no open 
movement, not even an “open” association, is going to be 
launched anywhere, except in your legalist imagination. But 
before answering you in detail, I should like to ask you one 
more question: do you conceive of this legal Marxist ‘‘as- 
sociation” as existing in place of the old, i., the present 
Party, or alongside it? 

Legalist: That’s just it. You have touched upon a very in- 
teresting point! This is one of the unfortunate errors commit- 
ted by the official leaders of liquidationism. They are afraid 
of taking a big step forward along the obviously correct 
road; but at the same time they are taking a number of 
extremely hazardous steps, totally unnecessary for the cause, 
in a different direction-namely, that of opportunism. For 
my part, I would say that one can be a legalist, without being 
a liquidator. One should be a legalist, without being an 
opportunist. We must accept the legal forms of the move- 
ment, and we must accept them not half-way, not in words 
alone, but seriously and in practice, that is to say, we must 
immediately set up a legal Marxist workers’ party; but it 
would be impermissible opportunism to renounce the revo- 
lution. Yet many, if not the majority, of our liquidators do 
reveal such a tendency. The denial of the hegemony of the 
working class is opportunism, and I roundly condemn it. 
There is no need for us to renounce anything, to liquidate any- 
thing. The new, legal party must exist together with the old, 
alongside of it. They will reinforce one another. 

I see you are smiling. But there is nothing funny in this. 
You may say that it is ‘“double-entry bookkeeping’’. But, then, 
let me ask you this: Is not the joint existence of a legal and 
illegal press something fully analogous to my plan, or rather 
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to the conclusions I draw from all the lessons of present-day 
experience? Before 1905, émigrés could not contribute to the 
legal press; in those days periodicals were banned for print- 
ing articles written by such émigrés, even under a nom de 
plume, but it is typical of our contradictory era, that well- 
known émigrés sign their own names to articles appearing 
both in the illegal and legal press. Yet you do not object to 
this instance of “‘double-entry bookkeeping’! It causes no 
“confusion” whatever. It is force of habit and nothing else 
that prevents you from realising that this ‘““double-entry book- 
keeping” is dictated by all the conditions of our epoch, that 
we must turn its contradictions to account and know what 
action to take in that sphere in which the most important 
events of our times are taking place. In words you all sub- 
scribe to the “combination of illegal with legal work’’. Then 
apply it in practice. Having said A, don’t be afraid to say 
B. Since you have accepted this fundamental thesis for tactics 
and organisation in general, don’t be afraid to accept it for 
Party organisation. Get rid of the absurd anarchist prejudice 
against legality, can’t you, and do it resolutely, seriously and 
sincerely. 

Anti-liquidator: That is just the trouble with you; you are 
merely playing at “legality”, pretending “legality”, whereas 
the Germans relied on a legality which actually existed. The 
example of the legal and illegal press is a particularly glaring 
argument against you. When a Social-Democrat who is work- 
ing illegally uses the legal press to publish what is legally 
permissible, he is not playing at legality, but is actually 
taking advantage of a legality that, within certain narrow 
limits, actually does exist. Your legal workers’ party, how- 
ever, or Marxist association (as well as the “open workers’ 
party” of the liquidators from whom you do not really differ 
at bottom) is just a legalist mirage, nothing more; for you, 
yourself, admit that it will not be permitted, that actually 
these so-called “legal’’ associations will have no legal exist- 
ence. Just as the anarcho-syndicalists indulge mainly in 
“revolutionary acrobatics”, so all you manage to achieve is 
“legalistic acrobatics’. The Cadets have a party that func- 
tions legally although it is legally non-existent, not because 
they have turned the contradictions to account, but because 
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there is nothing revolutionary in the content of their work, 
and it does not imply any democratic organisational activity 
among the masses. Their work is of a_ liberal-monarchist 
nature, and the autocracy can afford to permit and tolerate 
political activity of this kind. But the autocracy cannot afford 
to tolerate the activity of Marxists among the working class, 
and it is naive to try to promote the cause by a masquerade. 
Your “legal association”, as well as the “open workers’ 
party” of the liquidators, is nothing but a sham association, 
a masquerade, for actually you are counting on the Social- 
Democrats. The ambiguous and vague formulations which 
you have chosen to define the aims, platform and tactics of 
your “association” are but a verbal disguise, flimsy defences, 
the same sort of legalistic acrobatics. Our Party must speak 
out in the Duma, found legally functioning trade unions and 
speak at legally held congresses and it would be sheer anar- 
chism or intellectualist nihilism to deny this. Itis by recognis- 
ing this kind of activity that we take into account the new 
conditions of the new epoch. But legality for political activity 
is still out of the question (except for intellectual opportun- 
ists), because the conditions for such legality have not yet 
been won, and it is a futile dream to think that you can “creep 
into” it. In the case of the Germans, such legality had been 
fully created by 1871, the transformation of the country on 
bourgeois lines had been completed and the conditions for a 
directly revolutionary movement had entirely disappeared. 
It is these réal conditions and not the skill of the German 
Social-Democrats that made possible the emergence of a 
Social-Democratic party that is really legal and does not play 
at legality or indulge in “‘legalist acrobatics’’. 

It is a naive dream and a meaningless pastime to try to 
copy some of the legal clauses of the programme of such a 
legal party, some of its resolutions, etc., and transfer this 
sort of “legality’’ to Russia, for you cannot transfer to Rus- 
sia the German completion of the bourgeois revolution, the 
German history of a democracy that had spent itself, the 
German “revolution from above” of the 1860s, and the actu- 
ally existing German legality. There are some monarchist 
countries in which republican parties exist legally; what 
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legality will actually be like in Russia after her bourgeois 
revolutions have been achieved and we have a bourgeois 
system similar to that existing in Europe, remains to be seen 
when the future battles are over; it will be determined by 
their outcome. The task of the Social-Democratic movement 
today is to be able to prepare itself and the masses for revolu- 
tion under the special conditions of the period of the June 
Third regime. 

Under these conditions a legal party of the working class, 
an open workers’ party, is a hollow phrase—it simply con- 
ceals the desire for the legalisation of ... a group of legalist 
opportunists. This is the kind of legalisation actually enjoyed 
by the Popular Socialists. This legalisation is actually enjoyed 
by the group of our legal, liquidationist journalists. It is not 
by chance but of necessity, not due to the “errors” of some 
liquidators but by virtue of the social composition of all the 
intellectual-liquidationist groups, that all opportunist elements 
—all those who nurture the idea of renouncing the revolution 
and repudiating the hegemony of the proletariat—gravitate 
and cannot help gravitating toward them. The only way in 
which the legalist may be distinguished from these people 
is by his good intentions; actually, he is indistinguishable. 
The real conditions of the present epoch are such that the 
legalisation of the Popular Socialists and the legalisation of 
the group of liquidationist writers is possible and inevitable; 
but the legalisation of a workers’ party is mere words. 

The illegal party of the working class exists, and even the 
fact that it has, in our days, been extremely weakened, and 
that most of its organisations have fallen to pieces, does not 
militate against its existence. Again and again the revolu- 
tionary underground is given fresh impetus by newly-emerg- 
ing study circles and groups. The question reduces itself to 
the following: what is the organised force, what is the ideol- 
ogical tradition, what is the party capable of influencing, and 
which will influence, the open actions of the worker deputies 
in the Duma, of the workers’ trade unions, of the workers’ 
clubs, and of the workers’ delegates at various legally held 
congresses? The revolutionary proletarian party, the Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party, or the opportunist group of 
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liquidationist writers? That is the real essence of the “strug- 
gle against liquidationism”, that is the real background which 
creates a gulf between the adversaries in this conflict. And 
this gulf cannot be bridged by any good intentions, by any 
attempts to draw a verbal distinction between legalism and 
liquidationism. 


Diskussionny Listok No. 3, Vol. 17 
April 29 (May 12), 1911 
Signed: B. V. Kuprianov 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED 
BY THE SECOND PARIS GROUP OF THE R.S.D.L.P. 
ON THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY” 


INTRODUCTION 


The resolution of the Second Paris Group of the R.S.D.L.P. 
printed below (this group consists mainly of Bolsheviks with 
a small number of Vperyod supporters and “‘conciliators’’) 
outlines the fundamental propositions of the platform of all 
the Bolsheviks. At a time when the inner-Party struggle is 
becoming more acute, it is particularly important to make a 
fundamental statement on the cardinal problems of prog- 
ramme, tactics and organisation. People like Trotsky, with his 
inflated phrases about the R.S.D.L.P. and his toadying to the 
liquidators, who have nothing in common with the R.S.D.L.P., 
today represent ‘the prevalent disease”. They are trying to 
build up a career for themselves by cheap sermons about 
“agreement’’—agreement with all and sundry, right down to 
Mr. Potresov and the otzovists—while of necessity maintain- 
ing complete silence as to the political conditions of this won- 
derful supposed “agreement”. Actually they preach surren- 
der to the liquidators who are building a Stolypin labour 
party. 

The Bolsheviks must now close their ranks more firmly, 
strengthen their group, define more clearly and precisely its 
Party line (as distinct from the line of the groups which, in 
one way or another, conceal their “identity’’), rally the scat- 
tered forces, and go into battle for an R.S.D.L. Party purged 
of those who spread bourgeois influence among the 
proletariat. 

N. Lenin 


I 


The meeting of the Second Paris Group of the R.S.D.L.P., 
after discussing the state of affairs in the R.S.D.L.P. in gene- 
ral, and the latest manifestations of the struggle that has 
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flared up abroad between the Social-Democrats and those 
who want to be counted as Social-Democrats, 

considers it necessary, first of all, to draw attention to the 
fundamental statement of principles unanimously endorsed 
by the last (January 1910) Plenary Meeting of the Central 
Committee, which defines the nature of real Social-Demo- 
cratic activity. That statement of principles declares that 
“renunciation of the illegal Social-Democratic Party, the be- 
littling of its role and importance, attempts to curtail the 
programmatic and tactical tasks and slogans of revolution- 
ary Social-Democracy” are a manifestation of bourgeois in- 
fluence over the proletariat. The only true Social-Democratic 
activity is that which recognises the danger of this deviation 
and of any ideological and political trend that is otzovist or 
justifies otzovism, and which really overcomes such 
deviations. 

This meeting further places on record that, despite the 
above-mentioned unanimous resolution of the Plenary Meet- 
ing, and despite the solemn promise made by the Golos rep- 
resentatives at the last Plenary Meeting to renounce liquida- 
tionism and to combat it, the editorial board abroad of Golos 
Sotsial-Demokrata and its group of adherents have, for more 
than eighteen months since that Meeting, pursued that very 
bourgeois policy of liquidationism and supported, justified 
and defended journals of the Russian legalists that are inde- 
pendent of Social-Democracy and of socialism, such as Nasha 
Zarya, Vozrozhdeniye, Dyelo Zhizni, etc. Those responsible 
for these journals, as has been stated repeatedly on behalf of 
the Party by its Central Organ, and as has also been stated 
by the pro-Party Mensheviks headed by Comrade Plekhanov, 
have nothing in common with the R.S.D.L.P. Those respon- 
sible for these journals not only belittle the role and impor- 
tance of the illegal Social-Democratic Party, but frankly 
renounce it, slander the “underground” as renegades would, 
deny the revolutionary nature of the activity and the revolu- 
tionary tasks of the working-class movement in Russia today, 
deceive the workers by spreading liberal-bourgeois ideas 
about the “constitutional” nature of the maturing crisis, throw 
overboard (and not only curtail) such time-honoured slogans 
of revolutionary Marxism as the recognition of the hegemony 
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of the working class in the struggle for socialism and for the 
democratic revolution. By preaching and building what they 
call a legal or “open” workers’ party these people have ac- 
tually become the builders of a Stolypin “labour” party and 
spread bourgeois influence among the proletariat; in reality, 
the ideas preached by these people are bourgeois in content, 
and an “open” workers’ party under Stolypin amounts to 
open renegacy on the part of people who have renounced 
the tasks of the revolutionary struggle of the masses against 
the tsarist autocracy, the Third Duma, and the entire Stolypin 
regime. 

The meeting places on record that the Central Committee 
Bureau Abroad, which is supposed to be a technical organ of 
the C.C., has come completely under the influence of the 
liquidators.* 

By its failure to fulfil, in the course of eighteen months, 
any one of the commissions given to it by the Central Com- 
mittee (for instance-to unite the groups abroad on the basis 
of the acceptance and implementation of the Plenary Meet- 
ing’s decisions, to help the organisations in the localities, or 
to see to it that Golos is discontinued and an end put to the 
factional aloofness of the Vperyed group), the Bureau Abroad 
has been of direct assistance to the enemies of the Social- 
Democratic Party, the liquidators. 

The majority of the Central Committee Bureau Abroad 
showed contempt for the Party by systematically obstructing, 
ever since December 1910, the calling of a plenary meeting 
(as demanded by the Rules). The first time the Bolsheviks 
filed their application that the meeting be convened, the 
Central Committee Bureau Abroad wasted seven weeks just 
“taking a vote” on this question. After those seven weeks the 
Central Committee Bureau Abroad acknowledged that the 
Bolsheviks’ demand for a plenary meeting was “legitimate”, 
but at the same time it in practice obstructed the calling of 
a plenary meeting and did the same again at the end of May 


* Igorev of Golos (sufficiently exposed and branded by the pro-Party 
Menshevik Plekhanov) and the Bundist Lieber, who is conducting open 
propaganda in defence of Mr. Potresov and other figures of a Stolypin 
labour party, are the leading lights of this Central Committee Bureau 
Abroad. 


— 
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1911. Actually, the role of this Central Committee Bureau 
Abroad has been to render assistance from abroad and from 
within the central Party bodies to leaders of the legalists 
and active promoters of a Stolypin labour party, such as 
Mikhail, Yuri and Roman, who have declared the very exist- 
ence of the Central Committee to be harmful (see Nos. 12 
and 21-22 of Sotsial-Demokrat, Central Organ of the Party*). 
The meeting declares that the holding of Party posts by 
liquidators is outright deception of the Party, for the deci- 
sions of the Plenary Meeting clearly and unambiguously state 
that only those Mensheviks should be permitted to hold such 
posts who conscientiously abide by their promise to renounce 
liquidationism and to combat it.** 

The meeting is, therefore, of the opinion that it was ab- 
solutely incumbent upon the Bolsheviks to break completely 
with the Central Committee Bureau Abroad as a body which 
has placed itself outside Party law and outside the Party, and 
that the Meeting of members of the Central Committee’® 
{see its “Notification”), which represented the vast majority 
of Social-Democratic Party organisations, groups and circles 
actually working in Russia, was absolutely right in declaring 
that “the Central Committee Bureau Abroad has been pursu- 
ing a factional anti-Party policy, thereby violating the clear 
and precise decisions of the 1910 Plenary Meeting”. 

The meeting resolves to discontinue all relations with the 
Central Committee Bureau Abroad, and to support the deci- 
sions of the Meeting of members of the Central Committee, 
which has outlined a number of absolutely necessary meas- 
ures to be taken in order to paralyse the activity of the liqui- 
dators, hampering as it does the entire work of the Party; 
to call a Party conference, and to help Party functionaries in 
all localities to revive the illegal organisations and nuclei of 
the Party. The meeting calls upon all Party comrades in 


* See p. 70 of this volume.—Ed. 

** As regards the methods resorted to by the liquidators abroad 
in their fight against the R.S.D.L.P., such as political blackmail and 
the supplying of information to the secret police—which is what Mr. 
Martov did with the aid of the Golos editors—the meeting expresses its 
scorn for literary efforts of that nature, which can only arouse the 
disgust of all decent people. 
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all localities to set to work at once (in line with the decisions 
of the May-June Meeting) to prepare for a Party conference 
and hold elections to it, and, for this purpose, to establish 
regular connections with the Organising Commission, the 
Central Organ and Rabochaya Gazeta. 


I 


The meeting draws the attention of worker Social-Demo- 
crats, irrespective of factions, to the fact that the émigré 
leaders of the Vperyod group, and Trotsky, editor of Pravda, 
are pursuing a policy of supporting the liquidators and of 
an alliance with them against the Party and against its deci- 
sions. This policy must be combated all the more vigorously 
since it is profoundly detrimental to the interests of the pro- 
letariat and, as such, is completely at variance with the activ- 
ity of the Russian illegal Social-Democratic groups which, 
though connected with Pravda or Vperyod, are absolutely 
loyal in carrying out the decisions of the Party, and are eve- 
rywhere struggling persistently against the liquidators 
to uphold the illegal R.S.D.L.P. and its revolutionary 
programme. 

The meeting particularly warns worker Social-Democrats 
against the deception systematically practised by the Golos 
writers, who describe all the comrades active in the legal 
movement as opponents of the old Party and adherents of 
Potresov’s new “open” party. Thus, in the latest bulletin, 
published by Golos on June 25 (reporting a ‘‘conference” of 
people active in the legal movement), the Golos editors sup- 
pressed the fact that the conference had voted down a motion 
of the liquidators to boycott a certain legally published news- 
paper for its anti-liquidationist policy. Thus, the editors of 
Golos also suppressed the fact that that same conference had 
voted down the openly legalist and obviously renegade reso- 
lutions which had been proposed by Golos supporters. Even 
a Bundist who participated in the conference had there 
admitted that the proposals of the “Potresovites’” were of an 
anti-Party nature. A number of those active in the open move- 
ment have already embarked upon a resolute struggle 
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against the Stolypin “labour” party. And if all Party 
members work solidly together, the number of such people 
will undoubtedly increase. 


Il 


Whenever the struggle between Social-Democrats and those 
who spread bourgeois influence among the proletariat is 
intensified, all the unprincipled elements invariably bend 
their efforts to obscure great questions of principle by cheap 
sensationalism and scandal-mongering, such as those to which 
the Golos people abroad are assiduously treating audiences 
avid for contaminated spiritual food at meetings organised 
by the liquidators. 

At a time like this it is more than ever incumbent upon 
revolutionary Marxists to remind all and sundry of the old 
truths forgotten by the liquidators, truths which constitute 
the foundation of our Social-Democratic activity. 

The meeting, therefore, reminds all the members of the 
R.S.D.L.P. of our Party programme, of the programme which, 
at a time when international opportunism is intensifying and 
when a decisive struggle is maturing between opportunism 
and revolutionary Social-Democracy, has given a precise, 
clear, definite and unyielding formulation of the revolution- 
ary ultimate goal of socialism which can be achieved only by 
means of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and of the im- 
mediate revolutionary aims of the Russian Social-Democratic 
movement, the overthrow of tsarism and the establishment of 
a democratic republic. The entire propaganda conducted by 
our legalists and by Golos shows that, in actual fact, far 
from adhering to and carrying out our programme, they are 
frankly defending reformism [as the pro-Party Mensheviks 
have also admitted (see Plekhanov’s Dnevnik Sotsial- 
Demokrata and the Discussionny Listok No. 3)) and are plainly 
renouncing the immediate revolutionary aims of the R.S.D.L.P. 

The meeting reminds all members of the R.S.D.L.P. that 
to be a real Party member, it is not enough to call oneself 
such, nor is it enough to carry on propaganda “in the spirit" 
of the programme of the R.S.D.L.P.; one must also carry out 
the entire practical work in conformity with the tactical 
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decisions of the Party. In the present period of counter- 
revolution, at a time of universal renegacy, resignation and 
despondency, particularly among the bourgeois intellectuals, 
only the Party decisions on tactics provide an appraisal of the 
situation, an appraisal of the practical line of conduct from 
the viewpoint of the principles of revolutionary Marxism. The 
real R.S.D.L.P., and not the one which Golos writers use as 
a screen for liquidationism, has no Party definition of the 
tasks of Social-Democracy at the present moment except the 
resolutions on tactics adopted in December 1908. 

The liquidators, and to a certain extent the Vperyod group, 
hush up these resolutions or confine themselves to cursory 
references and outcries against them precisely for the reason 
that they feel that these resolutions call for a line of activity 
which radically repudiates both opportunist and semi-anarch- 
ist vacillations; which holds aloft the banner of revolution 
in spite of all and sundry counter-revolutionary trends; and 
which explains the economic and political characteristics of 
the present period as a new phase in Russia’s bourgeois devel- 
opment, a phase which leads to a revolution destined ta 
achieve the old objectives. A Party member is one who pur- 
sues the tactical line of the Party in practice. And there is 
only one tactical line of the R.S.D.L.P., the one stated in the 
resolutions of December 1908, which combine loyalty to the 
banner of the revolution with due regard for the new con- 
ditions of the present period. The resolutions of the Plenary 
Meeting held in January 1910, which are directed against 
those who spread bourgeois influence among the proletariat, 
represent a logical and direct corollary to, and are the natu- 
ral continuation and fulfilment of, the resolutions of Decem- 
ber 1908, which condemn liquidationism and categorically 
demand that Social-Democratic work in the Duma should be 
recognised and advantage taken of the possibilities offered 
for legal activity. In our days of confusion and disorganisa- 
tion, we often come across people who invoke the great 
principle of the unity of the proletarian army in order to 
justify their unprincipled or cheap diplomatic attempts to 
effect “unity” or to ‘draw closer to” those who spread bour- 
geois influence among the proletariat. The meeting most cate- 
gorically condemns and repudiates all such attempts, regard- 
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less of who is responsible for them, and declares that the 
great work of uniting and consolidating the fighting army 
of the revolutionary proletariat cannot be carried out unless 
a line of demarcation is drawn and a ruthless struggle is 
waged against those who serve to spread bourgeois influence 
among the proletariat. 

A Party member is one who actually helps build up the 
organisation in conformity with the principles of Social- 
Democracy. The Party, the R.S.D.L.P., has no other Party 
definition of the nature and tasks of organisational work but 
the one given in the resolution on the organisational ques- 
tion adopted in December 1908, in the resolution on the same 
question adopted by the Plenary Meeting of January 1910, 
and in the letter of the Central Committee published imme- 
diately after that Meeting. Only all-round help in re- 
establishing and reinforcing the illegal organisation can be 
regarded as Party work; and only the illegal R.S.D.L.P. can 
and should surround itself with a network of legally existing 
organisations, make use of all kinds of legally existing organ- 
isations, and direct the entire work of such organisations 
in the spirit of our revolutionary principles. Anyone who 
does not actually carry on such work, who takes part in the 
counter-revolutionary crusade in general, and in the liberal 
crusade in particular, against the “underground”, against 
illegal activity, deceives the workers when he speaks of his 
membership of the R.S.D.L.P. 

The elections to the Fourth Duma are drawing near. The 
more acute the crisis becomes in the top leadership of the 
Party abroad, the more urgent the need for Social-Democratic 
functionaries in the localities to show initiative; the more 
strictly must they insist, and ensure, that election activity is 
really carried on in a Party spirit by every group, every 
nucleus, every workers’ circle. Anyone who to this day 
regards “‘otzovism” as a “legitimate trend in our Party” takes 
the name of the R.S.D.L.P. in vain. You cannot conduct Party 
work in the elections to the Fourth Duma unless you most 
resolutely refuse to have anything to do with such people. 
He who to this day talks of conducting the Fourth Duma 
election campaign with the forces and resources of “‘legally 
functioning organisations’, with the forces and resources of 
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an “open workers’ party’, and who at the same time refuses 
to abide by and carry out the decisions of the R.S.D.L.P. on 
the illegal organisation and the tactics as set forth in the Par- 
ty’s resolutions, takes the name of the R.S.D.L.P. in vain. He 
who carries on election activity and does not abide by the 
decisions of the R.S.D.L.P., but follows the line proposed in 
articles appearing in Nasha Zarya, Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
and Dyelo Zhizni, is a builder of a Stolypin “labour” party, 
and not of the revolutionary Social-Democratic party of the 
proletariat. 

The first aim of our Party at the forthcoming Fourth Duma 
elections is to educate the masses in socialism and develop 
mass agitation in favour of a democratic revolution to 
be accomplished by the forces of the proletariat and 
revolutionary bourgeois democrats (in the first place the 
revolutionary peasantry). 

In the interests of such propaganda and agitation our Party 
must organise the independent participation of Social- 
Democrats in the elections and Party candidates must be put 
forward, not only in the worker curia, but everywhere, in all 
urban and rural constituencies. 

The Party’s entire agitational work during the elections 
must be conducted on two fronts, i.e., against the govern- 
ment and the parties openly supporting it, as well as against 
the Cadet Party, the party of counter-revolutionary liberalism. 

Only those people may be Party candidates who really 
carry out the policy of the R.S.D.L.P. in full, are loyal not 
only to its programme but also to its resolutions on tactics, 
and who fight the new Stolypin “labour” party. 

As to election agreements, the fundamental principles of 
the London Party Congress and the Party Conference of July 
190779 must remain in force. 

The Fourth Duma election campaign must be conducted by 
Party groups of workers, in the spirit of the Party decisions 
and in strict conformity with them. 


Written in June, not later than Vol. 17 
June 18 (July 1), 1911; foreword 

written not earlier than June 18 

(July 1), 1911 

First published in July 1911, 

as a separate leaflet 


REFORMISM IN THE RUSSIAN 
SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC MOVEMENT 


The tremendous progress made by capitalism in recent 
decades and the rapid growth of the working-class movement 
in all the civilised countries have brought about a big change 
in the attitude of the bourgeoisie to the proletariat. Instead 
of waging an open, principled and direct struggle against 
all the fundamental tenets of socialism in defence of the 
absolute inviolability of private property and freedom of 
competition, the bourgeoisie of Europe and America, as 
represented by their ideologists and political leaders, are 
coming out increasingly in defence of so-called social reforms 
as opposed to the idea of social revolution. Not liberalism 
versus socialism, but reformism versus socialist revolution— 
is the formula of the modern, “advanced”, educated bour- 
geoisie. And the higher the development of capitalism in a 
given country, the more unadulterated the rule of the bour- 
geoisie, and the greater the political liberty, the more exten- 
sive is the application of the “most up-to-date” bourgeois slo- 
gan: reform versus revolution, the partial patching up of the 
doomed regime with the object of dividing and weakening 
the working class, and of maintaining the rule of the 
bourgeoisie, versus the revolutionary overthrow of that rule. 

From the viewpoint of the universal development of social- 
ism this change must be regarded as a big step forward. At 
first socialism fought for its existence, and was confronted 
by a bourgeoisie confident of its strength and boldly and con- 
sistently defending liberalism as an integral system of econ- 
omic and political views. Socialism has grown into a force 
and, throughout the civilised world, has already upheld its 
right to existence. It is now fighting for power and the bour- 
geoisie, disintegrating and realising the inevitability of its 
11-846 
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doom, is exerting every effort to defer that day and to main- 
tain its rule under the new conditions as well, at the cost of 
partial and spurious concessions. 

The intensification of the struggle of reformism against 
revolutionary Social-Democracy within the working-class 
movement is an absolutely inevitable result of the changes 
in the entire economic and political situation throughout the 
civilised world. The growth of the working-class movement 
necessarily attracts to its ranks a certain number of petty- 
bourgeois elements, people who are under the spell of bour- 
geois ideology, who find it difficult to rid themselves of 
that ideology and continually lapse back into it. We cannot 
conceive of the social revolution being accomplished by the 
proletariat without this struggle, without clear demarcation 
on questions of principle between the socialist Mountain 
and the socialist Gironde®? prior to this revolution, and 
without a complete break between the opportunist, petty- 
bourgeois elements and the proletarian, revolutionary 
elements of the new historic force during this revolution. 

In Russia the position is fundamentally the same; only 
here matters are more complicated, obscured and modified, 
because we are lagging behind Europe (and even behind the 
advanced part of Asia), and we are still passing through the 
era of bourgeois revolutions. Owing to this, Russian reform- 
ism is distinguished by its particular stubbornness; it rep- 
resents, as it were, a more pernicious malady, and it is much 
more harmful to the cause of the proletariat and of the revo- 
lution. In our country reformism emanates from two sources 
simultaneously. In the first place, Russia is much more a 
petty-bourgeois country than the countries of Western Europe. 
Our country, therefore, more frequently produces individ- 
uals, groups and trends distinguished by their contradic- 
tory, unstable, vacillating attitude to socialism (an attitude 
veering between “ardent love’ and base treachery) character- 
istic of the petty bourgeoisie in general. Secondly, the petty- 
bourgeois masses in our country are more prone to lose heart 
and to succumb to renegade moods at the failure of any one 
phase of our bourgeois revolution; they are more ready to 
renounce the aim of a complete democratic revolution which 
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would entirely rid Russia of all survivals of medievalism and 
serfdom. 

We shall not dwell at length on the first source. We need 
only mention that there is hardly a country in the world in 
which there has been such a rapid “swing’’ from sympathy 
for socialism tc sympathy for counter-revolutionary liberal- 
ism as that performed by our Struves, Izgoyevs, Karaulovs, 
etc., etc. Yet these gentlemen are not exceptions, not isolated 
individuals, but representatives of widespread trends! Senti- 
mentalists, of whom there are many outside the ranks of the 
Social-Democratic movement, but also a goodly number 
within it, and who love to preach sermons against “‘exces- 
sive’ polemics, against “the passion for drawing lines of 
demarcation”, etc., betray a complete lack of understanding of 
the historical conditions which, in Russia, give rise to the 
“excessive” “passion” for swinging over from socialism to 
liberalism. 

Let us turn to the second source of reformism in Russia. 

Our bourgeois revolution has not been completed. The 
autocracy is trying to find new ways of solving the problems 
bequeathed by that revolution and imposed by the entire 
objective course of economic development; but it is unable 
to do so. Neither the latest step in the transformation of old 
tsarism into a renovated bourgeois monarchy, nor the organ- 
isation of the nobility and the upper crust of the bourgeoisie 
on a national scale (the Third Duma), nor yet the bourgeois 
agrarian policy being enforced by the rural superintendents®!— 
none of these “extreme” measures, none of these “‘latest’’ 
efforts of tsarism in the last sphere remaining to it, the sphere 
of adaptation to bourgeois development, prove adequate. It 
just does not work! Not only is a Russia “renovated” by 
such means unable to catch up with Japan, it is, perhaps, even 
beginning to fall behind China. Because the bourgeois- 
democratic tasks have been left unfulfilled, a revolutionary 
crisis is still inevitable. It is ripening again, and we are head- 
ing toward it once more, in a new way, not the same way as 
before, not at the same pace, and not only in the old forms- 
but that we are heading toward it, of that there is no doubt. 

The tasks of the proletariat that arise from this situation 
are fully and unmistakably definite. As the only consistently 
11° 
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revolutionary class of contemporary society, it must be the 
leader in the struggle of the whole people for a fully demo- 
cratic revolution, in the struggle of all the working and ex- 
ploited people against the oppressors and exploiters. The pro- 
letariat is revolutionary only insofar as it is conscious of 
and gives effect to this idea of the hegemony of the proletar- 
iat. The proletarian who is conscious of this task is a slave 
who has revolted against slavery. The proletarian who is not 
conscious of the idea that his class must be the leader, or 
who renounces this idea, is a slave who does not realise his 
position as a slave; at best he is a slave who fights to 
improve his condition as a slave, but not one who fights 
to overthrow slavery. 

It is, therefore, obvious that the famous formula of one of 
the young leaders of our reformists, Mr. Levitsky of Nasha 
Zarya, who declared that the Russian Social-Democratic Party 
must represent “not hegemony, but a class party”, is a for- 
mula of the most consistent reformism. More than that, it is 
a formula of sheer renegacy. To say, “not hegemony, but a 
class party”, means to take the side of the bourgeoisie, the 
side of the liberal who says to the slave of our age, the wage- 
earner: “Fight to improve your condition as a slave, but 
regard the thought of overthrowing slavery as a harmful 
utopia!’ Compare Bernstein’s famous formula—“‘The move- 
ment is everything, the final aim is nothing’’—with Levitsky’s 
formula, and you will see that they are variations of the 
same idea. They both recognise only reforms, and renounce 
revolution. Bernstein’s formula is broader in scope, for it en- 
visages a socialist revolution (=the final goal of Social- 
Democracy, as a party of bourgeois society). Levitsky’s formula 
is narrower; for while it renounces revolution in general, it 
is particularly meant to renounce what the liberals hated most 
in 1905-07-namely, the fact that the proletariat wrested from 
them the leadership of the masses of the people (particularly 
of the peasantry) in the struggle for a fully democratic 
revolution. 

To preach to the workers that what they need is “not hege- 
mony, but a class party” means to betray the cause of the 
proletariat to the liberals; it means preaching that Social- 
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Democratic labour policy should be replaced by a liberal 
labour policy. 

Renunciation of the idea of hegemony, however, is the 
crudest form of reformism in the Russian Social-Democratic 
movement, and that is why not all liquidators make bold to 
express their ideas in such definite terms. Some of them (Mr. 
Martov, for instance) even try, mocking at the truth, to deny 
that there is a connection between the renunciation of hege- 
mony and liquidationism. 

A more ‘‘subtle’ attempt to ‘substantiate’ reformist views 
is the following argument: The bourgeois revolution in Rus- 
sia is at an end; after 1905 there can be no second bourgeois 
revolution, no second nation-wide struggle for a democratic 
revolution; Russia therefore is faced not with a revolutionary 
but with a “constitutional” crisis, and all that remains for 
the working class is to take care to defend its rights and 
interests on the basis of that “constitutional crisis’. That is 
how the liquidator Y. Larin argues in Dyelo Zhizni (and 
previously in Vozrozhdeniye). 


“October 1905 is not on the order of the day,’’ wrote Mr. Larin. “If 
the Duma were abolished, it would be restored more rapidly than in 
post-revolutionary Austria, which abolished the Constitution in 1851 
only to recognise it again in 1860, nine years later, without any revo- 
lution [note this!], simply because it was in the interests of the most 
influential section of the ruling classes, the section which had recon- 
structed its economy on capitalist lines.” “At the stage we are now in, 
a nation-wide revolutionary movement like that of 1905 is 
impossible.” 


All Mr. Larin’s arguments are nothing more than an ex- 
panded rehash of what Mr. Dan said at the Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. in December 1908. Arguing against the resolution 
which stated that the “fundamental factors of economic and 
political life which gave rise to the Revolution of 1905, con- 
tinue to operate’, that a new-revolutionary, and not “‘con- 
stitutional’’—crisis was developing, the editor of the liquida- 
tors’ Golos exclaimed: ‘‘They [i.e., the R.S.D.L.P.] want to 
shove in where they have once been defeated.” 

To shove again toward revolution, to work tirelessly, in 
the changed situation, to propagate the idea of revolution and 
to prepare the forces of the working class for it-that, from 
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the standpoint of the reformists, is the chief crime of the 
R.S.D.L.P., that is what constitutes the guilt of the revolu- 
tionary proletariat. Why “shove in where they have once been 
defeated’’~that is the wisdom of renegades and of persons 
who lose heart after any defeat. 

But in countries older and more “experienced” than Russia 
the revolutionary proletariat showed its ability to “shove in 
where it has once been defeated” two, three and four times; 
in France it accomplished four revolutions between 1789 
and 1871, rising again and again after the most severe de- 
feats and achieving a republic in which it now faces its last 
enemy-—the advanced bourgeoisie; it has achieved a republic, 
which is the only form of state corresponding to the condi- 
tions necessary for the final struggle for the victory of 
socialism. 

Such is the distinction between socialists and liberals, or 
champions of the bourgeoisie. The socialists teach that rev- 
olution is inevitable, and that the proletariat must take ad- 
vantage of all the contradictions in society, of every weak- 
ness of its enemies or of the intermediate classes, to prepare 
for a new revolutionary struggle, to repeat the revolution 
in a broader arena, with a more developed population. The 
bourgeoisie and the liberals teach that revolutions are un- 
necessary and even harmful to the workers, that they must not 
“shove” toward revolution, but, like good little boys, work 
modestly for reforms. 

That is why, in order to divert the Russian workers from 
socialism, the reformists, who are the captives of bourgeois 
ideas, constantly refer to the example of Austria (as well as 
Prussia) in the 1860s. Why are they so fond of these exam- 
ples? Y. Larin let the cat out of the bag; because in these 
countries, after the “unsuccessful” revolution of 1848, the 
bourgeois transformation was completed “without any 
revolution”. 

That is the whole secret! That is what gladdens their 
hearts, for it seems to indicate that bourgeois change is pos- 
sible without revolution!! And if that is the case, why should 
we Russians bother our heads about a revolution? Why not 
leave it to the landlords and factory owners to effect the 
bourgeois transformation of Russia “without any revolution’! 
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It was because the proletariat in Austria and Prussia was 
weak that it was unable to prevent the landed proprietors 
and the bourgeoisie from effecting the transformation regard- 
less of the interests of the workers, in a form most prejudi- 
cial to the workers, retaining the monarchy, the privileges 
of the nobility, arbitrary rule in the countryside, and a host 
of other survivals of medievalism. 

In 1905 our proletariat displayed strength unparalleled in 
any bourgeois revolution in the West, yet today the Russian 
reformists use examples of the weakness of the working class 
in other countries, forty or fifty years ago, in order to justi- 
fy their own apostasy, to “substantiate” their own renegade 
propaganda! 

The reference to Austria and Prussia of the 1860s, so 
beloved of our reformists, is the best proof of the theoretical 
fallacy of their arguments and of their desertion to the bour- 
geoisie in practical politics. 

Indeed, if Austria restored the Constitution which was 
abolished after the defeat of the Revolution of 1848, and an 
“era of crisis” was ushered in in Prussia in the 1860s, what 
does this prove? It proves, primarily, that the bourgeois 
transformation of these countries had not been completed. To 
maintain that the system of government in Russia has already 
become bourgeois (as Larin says), and that government power 
in our country is no longer of a feudal nature (see Larin 
again), and at the same time to refer to Austria and Prussia 
as an example, is to refute oneself! Generally speaking, it 
would be ridiculous to deny that the bourgeois transforma- 
tion of Russia has not been completed: the very policy of 
the bourgeois parties, the Constitutional-Democrats and the 
Octobrists, proves this beyond all doubt, and Larin himself 
(as we shall see further on) surrenders his position. It can- 
not be denied that the monarchy is taking one more step 
towards adapting itself to bourgeois development-as we 
have said before, and as was pointed out in a resolution 
adopted by the Party (December 1908). But it is still more 
undeniable that even this adaptation, even bourgeois reac- 
tion, and the Third Duma, and the agrarian law of Novem- 
ber 9, 1906 (and June 14, 1910) do not solve the problems 
of Russia’s bourgeois transformation. 
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Let us look a little further. Why were “crises” in Austria 
and in Prussia in the 1860s constitutional, and not revolu- 
tionary? Because there were a number of special circum- 
stances which eased the position of the monarchy (the “revolu- 
tion from above” in Germany, her unification by “blood and 
iron’); because the proletariat was at that time extremely 
weak and undeveloped in those countries, and the liberal 
bourgeoisie was distinguished by base cowardice and treach- 
ery, just as the Russian Cadets are in our day. 

To show how the German Social-Democrats, who them- 
selves took part in the events of those years, assess the situa- 
tion, we quote some opinions expressed by Bebel in his 
memoirs (Pages From My Life), the first part of which was 
published last year. Bebel states that Bismarck, as has since 
become known, related that the king at the time of the “con- 
stitutional” crisis in Prussia in 1862 had given way to utter 
despair, lamented his fate, and blubbered in his, Bismarck’s, 
presence that they were both going to die on the scaffold. 
Bismarck put the coward to shame and persuaded him not to 
shrink from giving battle. 


“These events show,” says Bebel, “what the liberals might have 
achieved had they taken advantage of the situation. But they were 
already afraid of the workers who backed them. Bismarck’s words 
that if he were driven to extremes he would set Acheron in motion 
(i.e, stir up a popular movement of the lower classes, the masses), 
struck fear into their hearts.” 


Half a century after the “constitutional” crisis which “with- 
out any revolution” completed the transformation of his 
country into a bourgeois-Junker monarchy, the leader of the 
German Social-Democrats refers to the revolutionary pos- 
sibilities of the situation at that time, which the liberals did 
not take advantage of owing to their fear of the workers. 
The leaders of the Russian reformists say to the Russian 
workers: since the German bourgeoisie was so base as to 
cower before a cowering king, why shouldn’t we too try to 
copy those splendid tactics of the German bourgeoisie? Bebel 
accuses the bourgeoisie of not having “taken advantage” of 
the “constitutional” crisis to effect a revolution because of 
their fear, as exploiters, of the popular movement. Larin and 
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Co. accuse the Russian workers of having striven to secure 
hegemony (i.e., to draw the masses into the revolution in 
spite of the liberals), and advise them to organise “not for 
revolution”, but ‘for the defence of their interests in the 
forthcoming constitutional reform of Russia’. The liquidators 
offer the Russian workers the rotten views of rotten German 
liberalism as “Social-Democratic’’ views! After this, how 
can one help calling such Social-Democrats ‘’Stolypin 
Social-Democrats’’? 

In estimating the “constitutional’’ crisis of the 1860s in 
Prussia, Bebel does not confine himself to saying that the 
bourgeoisie were afraid to fight the monarchy because they 
were afraid of the workers. He also tells us what was going 
on among the workers at that time. “The appalling state 
of political affairs,’ he says, “of which the workers were 
becoming ever more keenly aware, naturally affected their 
mood. Everybody clamoured for change. But since there was 
no fully class-conscious leadership with a clear vision of the 
goal and enjoying the confidence of the workers, and since 
there existed no strong organisation that could rally the 
forces, the mood petered out [verpuftte]. Never did a move- 
ment, so splendid in its essence [in Kern vortreffliche), turn 
out to be so futile in the end. All the meetings were packed, 
and the most vehement speakers were hailed as the heroes 
of the day. This was the prevailing mood, particularly, in 
the Workers’ Educational Society at Leipzig.’” A mass meeting 
in Leipzig on May 8, 1866, attended by 5,000 people, unan- 
imously adopted a resolution proposed by Liebknecht and 
Bebel, which demanded, on the basis of universal, direct 
and equal suffrage, with secret ballot, the convening of a 
Parliament supported by the armed people. The resolution 
also expressed the “hope that the German people will elect 
as deputies only persons who repudiate every hereditary 
central government power’. The resolution proposed by 
Liebknecht and Bebel was thus unmistakably revolutionary 
and republican in character. 

Thus we see that at the time of the “constitutional” crisis 
the leader of the German Social-Democrats advocated reso- 
lutions of a republican and revolutionary nature at mass 
meetings. Half a century later, recalling his youth and telling 
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the new generation of the events of days long gone by, 
he stresses most of all his regret that at that time there was 
no leadership sufficiently class-conscious and capable of un- 
derstanding the revolutionary tasks (i.e., there was no revo- 
lutionary Social-Democratic Party understanding the task 
implied by the hegemony of the proletariat); that there was 
no strong organisation; that the revolutionary mood “petered 
out’. Yet the leaders of the Russian reformists, with the 
profundity of Simple Simons, refer to the example of Aus- 
tria and Prussia in the 1860s as proving that we can manage 
“without any revolution’! And these paltry philistines who 
have succumbed to the intoxication of counter-revolution, 
and are the ideological slaves of liberalism, still dare to 
dishonour the name of the R.S.D.L.P.! 

To be sure, among the reformists who are abandoning 
socialism there are people who substitute for Larin’s straight- 
forward opportunism the diplomatic tactics of beating about 
the bush in respect of the most important and fundamental 
questions of the working-class movement. They try to con- 
fuse the issue, to muddle the ideological controversies, to 
defile them, as did Mr. Martov, for instance, when he as- 
serted in the legally published press (that is to say, where 
he is protected by Stolypin from a direct retort by members 
of the R.S.D.L.P.) that Larin and “the orthodox Bolsheviks 
in the resolutions of 1908” propose an identical “scheme”. 
This is a downright distortion of the facts worthy of this 
author of scurrilous effusions. The same Martov, pretending 
to argue against Larin, declared in print that he, “of course” 
did “not suspect Larin of reformist tendencies’. Martov did 
not suspect Larin, who expounded purely reformist views, of 
being a reformist! This is an example of the tricks to which 
the diplomats of reformism resort.* The same Martov, whom 
some simpletons regard as being more “Left’’, and a more 
reliable revolutionary than Larin, summed up his “difference” 
with the latter in the following words: 


* Compare the just remarks made by the pro-Party Menshevik 
Dnevnitsky in No. 3 of the Discussionny Listok (supplement to the 
Central Organ of our Party) on Larin’s reformism and Martov’s eva- 
sions. 
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“To sum up: the fact that the present regime is an inherently con- 
tradictory combination of absolutism and constitutionalism, and that 
the Russian working class has sufficiently matured to follow the exam- 
ple of the workers of the progressive countries of the West in striking 
at this regime through the Achilles heel of its contradictions, is ample 
material for the theoretical substantiation and political justification of 
what the Mensheviks who remain true to Marxism are now doing.” 


No matter how hard Martov tried to evade the issue, the 
result of his very first attempt at a summary was that all his 
evasions collapsed of themselves. The words quoted above 
represent a complete renunciation of socialism and its re- 
placement by liberalism. What Martov proclaims as “ample” 
is ample only for the liberals, only for the bourgeoisie. A 
proletarian who considers it “ample” to recognise the con- 
tradictory nature of the combination of absolutism and con- 
stitutionalism accepts the standpoint of a liberal labour pol- 
icy. He is no socialist, he has not understood the tasks of 
his class, which demand that the masses of the people, the 
masses of working and exploited people, be roused against 
absolutism in all its forms, that they be roused to intervene 
independently in the historic destinies of the country, the 
vacillations or resistance of the bourgeoisie notwithstanding. 
But the independent historical action of the masses who are 
throwing off the hegemony of the bourgeoisie turns a “con- 
stitutional” crisis into a revolution. The bourgeoisie (par- 
ticularly since 1905) fears revolution and loathes it; the pro- 
letariat, on the other hand, educates the masses of the people 
in the spirit of devotion to the idea of revolution, explains 
its tasks and prepares the masses for new revolutionary bat- 
tles. Whether, when and under what circumstances the revo- 
lution materialises, does not depend on the will of a partic- 
ular class; but revolutionary work carried on among the 
masses is never wasted. This is the only kind of activity 
which prepares the masses for the victory of socialism. The 
Larins and Martovs forget these elementary ABC truths of 
socialism. 

Larin, who expresses the views of the group of Russian 
liquidators who have completely broken with the R.S.D.L.P., 
does not hesitate to go the whole hog in expounding his re- 
formism. Here is what he writes in Dyelo Zhizni (1911, 
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No. 2)-and these words should be remembered by everyone 
who holds dear the principles of Social-Democracy: 


“A state of perplexity and uncertainty, when people simply do not 
know what to expect of the coming day, what tasks to set themselves— 
that is what results from indeterminate, temporising moods, from 
vague hopes of either a repetition of the revolution or of ‘we shall wait 
and see’. The immediate task is, not to wait fruitlessly for something 
to turn up, but to imbue broad circles with the guiding idea that, in 
the ensuing historical period of Russian life, the working class must 
organise itself not ‘for revolution’, not ‘in expectation of a revolu- 
tion’, but simply (note the but simply) for the determined and sys- 
tematic defence of its particular interests in all spheres of life; for the 
gathering and training of its forces for this many-sided and complex 
activity; for the training and building-up in this way of socialist con- 
sciousness in general; for acquiring the ability to orientate itself {to 
find its bearings}—and to assert itself—particularly in the complicated 
relations of the social classes of Russia during the coming constitution: 
al reform of the country after the economically inevitable self- 
exhaustion of feudal reaction.” 


This is consummate, frank, smug reformism of the purest 
water. War against the idea of revolution, against the “hopes” 
for revolution (in the eyes of the reformist such “hopes” 
seem vague, because he does not understand the depth of 
the contemporary economic and political contradictions); war 
against every activity designed to organise the forces and 
prepare the minds for revolution; war waged in the legal 
press that Stolypin protects from a direct retort by revolution- 
ary Social-Democrats; war waged on behalf of a group of 
legalists who have completely broken with the R.S.D.L.P.- 
this is the programme and tactics of the Stolypin labour 
party which Potresov, Levitsky, Larin and their friends are 
out to create. The real programme and the real tactics of these 
people are expressed in exact terms in the above quotation— 
as distinct from their hypocritical official assurances that 
they are “also Social-Democrats”, that they “also” belong to 
the “irreconcilable International’. These assurances are only 
window-dressing. Their deeds, their real social substance, 
are expressed in this programme, which substitutes a liberal 
labour policy for socialism. 

Just note the ridiculous contradictions in which the re- 
formists become entangled. If, as Larin says, the bourgeois 
revolution in Russia has been consummated, then the so- 
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cialist revolution is the next stage of historical development. 
This is self-evident; it is clear to anyone who does not pro- 
fess to be a socialist merely for the sake of deceiving the 
workers by the use of a popular name. This is all the more 
reason why we must organise “for revolution” (for socialist 
revolution), “in expectation” of revolution, for the sake of 
the “hopes” (not vague “hopes”, but the certainty based on 
exact and growing scientific data) of a socialist revolution. 

But that’s the whole point-to the reformist the twaddle 
about the consummated bourgeois revolution (like Martov’s 
twaddle about the Achilles heel, etc.) is simply a verbal 
screen to cover up his renunciation of all revolution. He 
renounces the bourgeois-democratic revolution on the pretext 
that it is complete, or that it is ‘“ample’’ to recognise the 
contradiction between absolutism and _ constitutionalism; 
and he renounces the socialist revolution on the pretext that 
“for the time being’ we must “simply” organise to take part 
in the “coming constitutional reform” of Russia! 

But if you, esteemed Cadet parading in socialist feathers, 
recognise the inevitability of Russia’s “coming constitutional 
reform”, then you speak against yourself, for thereby you 
admit that the bourgeois-democratic revolution has not been 
completed in our country. You are betraying your bourgeois 
nature again and again when you talk about an inevitable 
“self-exhaustion of feudal reaction”, and when you sneer 
at the proletarian idea of destroying, not only feudal reaction, 
but all survivals of feudalism, by means of a popular revolu- 
tionary movement. 

Despite the liberal sermons of our heroes of the Stolypin 
labour party, the Russian proletariat will always and in- 
variably put the spirit of devotion to the democratic revolu- 
tion and to the socialist revolution into ail that difficult, ar- 
duous, everyday, routine and inconspicuous work, to which 
the era of counter-revolution has condemned it; it will or- 
ganise and gather its forces for revolution; it will ruthlessly 
repulse the traitors and renegades; and it will be guided, not 
by “‘vague hopes’, but by the scientifically grounded 
conviction that the revolution will come again. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 23, Vol. 17 
September 14 (1), 1911 


A LIBERAL LABOUR PARTY MANIFESTO 


I 


The above would be a fit title for N. R-kov’s article in 
Nasha Zarya, No. 9-10. 

Painful though it is for Marxists to lose in the person of 
N. R-kov a man who, in the years when the movement was 
on the upgrade, served the workers’ party faithfully and 
energetically, the cause must take precedence over all per- 
sonal or factional considerations, and over all recollections, 
however “pleasant”. The interests of the cause compel us to 
admit that thanks to the straightforwardness, clarity and 
completeness of its views, the manifesto of this new liquida- 
tor serves a very useful purpose. N. R-kov enables and 
compels us to pose the extremely important and cardinal 
question of “two parties” irrespective of any material relating 
to the “conflict” and to do so on a purely ideological basis, 
largely outside even the division into Bolsheviks and Men- 
sheviks. After R-kov’s article, liquidationism can no longer 
be discussed as formerly for he has definitely raised the 
question to a higher plane. Furthermore, after N. R-kov’s 
article, liquidationism cannot be merely discussed; for what 
we have before us is the most comprehensive plan imagin- 
able of immediate practical action. 

N. R-kov begins with an exposition of the “principal ob- 
jective task in Russia’; he then passes on to an appraisal of 
the revolution, after which he analyses the present situation 
and in this connection discusses every class in clear and 
precise terms, and winds up with a quite explicit description 
of the entire nature of the new “open political workers’ as- 
sociation”, which, he says, must be formed and “actually 
put into effect’ without delay. In short, R-kov begins at the 
very beginning and by consecutive stages arrives at the very 
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end, as is to be expected of anyone who has any realisation 
of the serious political responsibility he bears for his words 
and deeds. And it must be said in fairness to R-kov that 
from beginning to end he most consistently substitutes 
liberalism for Marxism. 

Take the starting-point of his arguments. He regards it as 
“absolutely beyond doubt or dispute” that “the principal ob- 
jective task in Russia at present is the completion of the 
change from grossly predatory semi-feudal economic prac- 
tices to civilised capitalism’. In his opinion it is debatable 
whether Russia has reached a position in which, “although 
the possibility of social upheavals is not excluded, these 
upheavals are not indispensable or inevitable in the near 
future’. 

We consider it to be absolutely beyond doubt or dispute 
that this is a purely liberal way of presenting the question. 
The liberals confine themselves to the question of whether 
we are going to have a “civilised capitalism” or not, whether 
there are going to be “upheavals” or not. The Marxist refuses 
to confine himself to this. He demands an analysis that will 
show which classes, or strata of classes, in the bourgeois 
society that is emancipating itself, are pursuing this or that 
definite line in this emancipation—-what, for example, are the 
political forms of the so-called “civilised capitalism” which 
they are creating. Both in times of “upheaval” and during 
their undoubted absence, Marxists pursue a line different in 
principle from liberalism-that of creating truly democratic 
ways of life, not just “civilised” ways in general. We are 
all striving for “civilised capitalism”, say the liberals, posing 
as a party that stands above classes. We Marxists, however, 
must tell the workers and democrats that our understanding 
of the term “civilisation” differs from that of the liberals. 

R-kov presents us with an even more vivid and typically 
“professorial” distortion of Marxism when he criticises the 
“superficial observers’ who “think that our revolution has 
failed’. “The weak-nerved intelligentsia as a whole,” says 
R-kov, “has always and everywhere indulged in snivelling 
and whining, followed by moral prostration, renegacy and 
mysticism.” The “thoughtful observer”, on the other hand, 
knows that “the raging of reaction often expresses profound 
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social change”, that “new social groups and forces take 
shape and mature in the epoch of reaction”. 

Thus reasons R-kov. In presenting the question of “rene- 
gacy” he has managed to display so much philistinism (even 
though accompanied by learned verbiage) that no trace is 
left of the connection between the counter-revolutionary sen- 
timents in Russia and the position and interests of definite 
classes. Not a single Vekhi contributor, i.e., the most rabid 
counter-revolutionary liberal, will dispute the fact that new 
forces are maturing in the period of reaction; not a single 
contributor to the liquidationist five-volume publication, 
which the best of the Mensheviks turned away from, will 
refuse to subscribe to this. The actual face and the class 
character of our counter-revolution have vanished from the 
arguments of our historian, and only hackneyed and hollow 
phrases remain about some intellectuals being weak-nerved 
while others are thoughtful observers. R-kov failed to take 
notice of a question of the utmost importance to a Marxist- 
namely, how our revolution demonstrated the various meth- 
ods of action and the various aspirations of the different 
classes, and why this has given rise to a “renegade” attitude 
towards the struggle for ‘‘civilisution’” on the part of other 
bourgeois classes. 

Let us turn to the main issue—R-kov‘s appraisal of the pres- 
ent situation based on an estimate of the position of all 
the classes. He begins with the “representatives of our big 
landowning class”, of whom he says: “Not so long ago the 
bulk of them were [were!] real feudal landowners, typical 
landed aristocrats. At present only a few of these last Mohi- 
cans have survived. This small handful are still grouped around 
Purishkevich and Markov the Second, and are impotently [!] 
spluttering the venom of despair.... The majority of our big 
landowners, noblemen and commoners, who are represented 
in the Duma by the Nationalists and the Right Octobrists, 
are gradually and steadily being converted into an agricul- 
tural bourgeoisie.” 

Such is R-kov’s “appraisal of the situation”. It is obvious 
that this appraisal is a mockery of reality. In actual fact, the 
“handful ... grouped around Purishkevich and Markov the 
Second” are not powerless, but all-powerful. It is precisely 
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their power and their revenue that the present social and 
political institutions of Russia protect; it is their will that 
prevails in the last analysis; it is they who constitute the 
element determining the entire line of activity and the entire 
character of the so-called bureaucracy from top to bottom. 
All this is so generally known, the actual domination in Rus- 
sia by this very handful is so striking and common, that it 
requires a truly boundless liberal self-delusion to forget it. 
R-kov’s error is, first, in ridiculously exaggerating the “con- 
version” of feudal economy into bourgeois economy, and, 
secondly, in forgetting a “trifle’’—just the sort of “trifle” that 
distinguishes a Marxist from a liberal~namely, the intricacy 
and spasmodic nature of the process of adaptation of the 
political superstructure to economic transformation. To ex- 
plain these two errors of R-kov’s it is sufficient to cite the 
example of Prussia where to this day, despite the considerably 
higher level of development of capitalism in general, and of 
the conversion of the old landowning economy into bourgeois 
economy in particular, the Oldenburgs and the Heidebrands 
are still omnipotent and control state power, their social 
substance permeating, as it were, the entire Prussian mon- 
archy, the entire Prussian bureaucracy! To this day, sixty- 
three years after 1848, and despite the unprecedentedly rapid 
development of capitalism, the law governing the Landtag 
elections in Prussia is still so framed as to ensure the dom- 
ination of the Prussian Purishkeviches. Yet for Russia, six 
years after 1905, R-kov paints an Arcadian idyll of the 
“powerlessness” of the Purishkeviches! 

The point is that painting an Arcadian idyll about the 
“steady” conversion of the Purishkeviches and the “triumph 
of a quite moderate bourgeois progressism” is the main 
theme of all of R-kov’s reflections. Take his ideas on present- 
day agrarian policy. “There is no more striking and wide- 
spread illustration” of the conversion (of feudal economy 
into bourgeois economy) than this policy, declares R-kov. The 
system of splitting farms into strips isolated from each other 
is being abolished, and “the elimination of land hunger in 
twenty agricultural gubernias in the black-earth belt presents 
no difficulties to speak of, it constitutes one of the urgent 
12-846 
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tasks of the day, and apparently it will be settled by a 
compromise among various groups of the bourgeoisie.” 


“This anticipated inevitable compromise on the agrarian question 
already has a number of precedents.” 


Here you have a complete sample of R-kov’s method of 
political reasoning. He begins by eliminating the extremes, 
without any supporting data, merely because of his liberal 
complacency. Then he goes on to declare that a compromise 
among the various groups of the bourgeoisie is not difficult, 
and is likely. Then he winds up by saying that such a com- 
promise is “inevitable”. By this method one could prove that 
“upheavals” were neither likely nor indispensable in France 
in 1788 and in China in 1910. To be sure, a compromise 
among the various groups of the bourgeoisie presents no dif- 
ficulties, if we assume that Markov the Second has been 
eliminated not only in R-kov’s complacent imagination, But 
to assume this would mean adopting the standpoint of the 
liberal who is afraid to dispense with the Markovs and who 
thinks that everybody will always share his fear. 

To be sure, a compromise would be “inevitable” if (the 
first “‘if’) there were no Markovs; and if (the second “if”) 
we assume that the workers, and the peasants who are being 
ruined are politically sound asleep. But then, again, would 
not such an assumption (the assumption of the second con- 
dition) mean accepting the liberals’ wish as reality? 


0 


Since we are not inclined to accept the liberal wishes or 
liberal conjectures as reality, we have reached a different 
conclusion. Without doubt the present agrarian policy is 
bourgeois in character. But since it is the Purishkeviches who 
are directing this bourgeois policy, who remain masters of 
the situation, the result is such a tremendous accentuation 
of the contradictions, that, for the immediate future, at any 
rate, the likelihood of a compromise must be considered 
entirely out of the question. 
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Another important social process, says R-kov in continuing 
his analysis, is the process of the consolidation of the big 
industrial and commercial bourgeoisie. Correctly indicating 
the ‘mutual concessions” of the Constitutional-Democrats 
and the Octobrists, the author draws the conclusion: ‘We 
must not cherish any illusions-what we see in the offing is 
the triumph of a quite moderate bourgeois ‘progressism’.” 

Triumph?-—Where? Over whom? Is it at the elections to 
the Fourth Duma of which R-kov has just spoken? If that 
is what he means, then it will be a “triumph” within the 
narrow confines of the election law of June 3, 1907. Hence 
one of two conclusions is inevitable: either the “triumph” 
will not set up a wave and thus the actual domination of the 
Purishkeviches will in no way be changed; or this ‘triumph’ 
will indirectly be the expression of a democratic revival 
which is bound to come into sharp conflict with the above- 
mentioned “narrow confines” and with the domination of 
the Purishkeviches. 

In either case the triumph of moderation at elections con- 
ducted within moderate bounds will not bring about the least 
triumph of moderation in real life. The point is, however, 
that R-kov has already lapsed into a state of ‘parliamentary 
cretinism”’, which enables him to confuse elections conducted 
on the basis of the June Third law with reality! To demon- 
strate this incredible fact to the reader we must quote R-kov 
in full: 


“And this triumph is all the more probable since the mass of the 
urban petty bourgeoisie, which, in its philistine way, is dejectedly con- 
templating its shattered illusions, will helplessly gravitate towards 
moderate progressism, and the peasantry will be all too weak at the 
elections because the peculiar features of our electoral system ena- 
ble the landowners who predominate in the gubernia panels of elec- 
tors to elect ‘Rights’ to represent the peasants. Such is the picture 
of the social changes that are taking place in Russia at present, if, for 
the time being, we leave the working class out of consideration. It is 
by no means a picture of stagnation or of regression. New, bourgeois, 
Russia is undoubtedly gaining in strength and is advancing. The State 
Duma, based on the electoral system established on June 3, 1907, will 
provide the political sanction for the coming domination of the 
moderately progressive industrial and commercial bourgeoisie that 
will share power with the conservative rural bourgeoisie. (England, 
pure and simple! We omit the comparison with France and Prussia, on 
which we shall dwell below.] Thus, in summing up everything that has 
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just been said, we must admit that there exist all the prerequisites for 
a slow, extremely painful for the masses, but nevertheless certain 
advance of the bourgeois social and political system in Russia. The 
possibility of storms and upheavals is, naturally, not out of the question, 
but they will not become something indispensable and inevitable, as 
was the case before the revolution.” 


An intricate philosophy, that one cannot deny. If we leave 
the peasantry out of account, because it is “weak at the 
elections’, and if “for the time being, we leave the working 
class out of consideration”, then, of course, there is absolute- 
ly no possibility of upheavals! But what it amounts to is that 
one who examines Russia from a liberal viewpoint can see 
nothing but liberal “progressism”. Remove your liberal 
blinkers and the picture becomes an entirely different one. 
Since the part played by the peasantry in life is quite dif- 
ferent from the part it plays in the June Third electoral 
system, the fact that it is “weak at the elections’-far from 
opening the gates to a ‘moderate progressism’’—accentuates 
the antagonism between the peasantry as a whole and the 
entire system. Since the working class cannot be left “out of 
consideration” either in a capitalist country in general, or in 
Russia after the experience of the first ten years of the twen- 
tieth century in particular, R-kov’s argumentation is entirely 
useless. Since the dominating factor in Russia (both in the 
Third Duma and above it) is Purishkevichism, occasionally 
moderated by the grumbling of the Guchkovs and Milyukovs, 
the talk about the “impending domination” of the moderately 
progressive bourgeoisie is just a liberal lullaby. Since the 
Guchkovs and Milyukovs by virtue of their class position 
can oppose the domination of the Purishkeviches with nothing 
but their grumbling, a conflict between the new, bourgeois 
Russia and the Purishkeviches is inevitable, and its motive 
forces will be those whom R-kov, following the example of 
the liberals, leaves ‘out of consideration”. Just because the 
Milyukovs and Guchkovs are making “mutual concessions” 
in cringing before the Purishkeviches, it is all the more nec- 
essary for the workers to draw the line between democracy 
and liberalism. N. R-kov sees neither the conditions giving 
rise to upheavals in Russia nor the task just indicated, which 
is obligatory even in the definite absence of an upheaval. 
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A vulgar democrat may reduce the whole matter to the 
question whether there is an upheaval or not. The Marxist 
is primarily concerned with the line of political demarcation 
between the classes, which is the same during an upheaval 
and in its absence. R-kov’s statement that “the workers must 
assume the task of exercising political hegemony in the 
struggle for a democratic regime”, is extraordinary after all 
he has written in his manifesto. What it means is that R-kov 
gets a guarantee from the bourgeoisie to recognise the he- 
gemony of the workers, while he himself gives the bour- 
geoisie a guarantee to the effect that the workers renounce 
the tasks which constitute the substance of hegemony! After 
he has removed this substance, leaving no trace whatsoever, 
R-kov naively goes on to repeat a hollow phrase. First he 
gives an appraisal of the situation from which it is evident 
that, as far as he is concerned, the hegemony of the liberals 
is an accomplished, irrevocable and inescapable fact, and then 
he tries to assure us that he recognises the hegemony of the 
working class! 

The “real” significance of the Duma, argues R-kov, “is no 
less than that of the French Legislative Corps during the 
last years of the Second Empire, or that of the proportional 
mean between the German Reichstag and the Prussian Land- 
tag that was characteristic of Prussia in the eighties of the 
past century”. 

This kind of comparison is so frivolous that it is mere 
playing at historical parallels. In France in the sixties the 
epoch of bourgeois revolutions had long since come to an 
end, a direct clash between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie 
was already-knocking at the door, and Bonapartism was the 
expression of the government’s manoeuvring between these 
two classes. It is ridiculous to compare that situation with 
contemporary Russia. The Third Duma is more reminiscent 
of the Chambre introuvable®. of 1815! In Prussia, the eighties 
also marked the epoch of the consummation of the bourgeois 
revolution, which had completed its work by 1870. The entire 
bourgeoisie, which included both the urban and rural petty 
bourgeoisie, was contented and reactionary. 

Perhaps R-kov fancied he saw a comparison between the 
role of the democratic and the proletarian deputies in the 
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Legislative Corps and in the Reichstag, and the role of the 
deputies of the same classes in the Third Duma? That would 
be a legitimate comparison; but, then, it would not prove his 
point, for the conduct of Gegechkori and, to a certain extent, 
also of Petrov the Third, testifies to such strength, self- 
confidence and readiness for battle on the part of the classes 
which they represent that a “compromise” with the Purish- 
keviches is not only unlikely but appears to be absolutely 
out of the question. 


Iil 


It was necessary to dwell at particular length on R-kov’s 
appraisal of the role of the various classes, because here we 
have the ideological roots of our unqualified disagreement. 
The practical conclusions which R-kov draws, with rare 
fearlessness and straightforwardness, it must be said in all 
fairness to him, are interesting primarily because they reduce 
the author's “theory” to an absurdity. R-kov is a thousand 
times right, of course, when he connects the question of the 
possibility of an open political organisation of the workers 
with an appraisal of the situation, with an estimate of fun- 
damental! alterations in the political system. But the trouble 
is that instead of pointing out such alterations in real life, 
he is only able to present us with amiable professorial sy]- 
logisms: the transition to “civilised capitalism’ ‘“‘presup- 
poses” the necessity for an open political organisation of the 
workers. It is easy to put this on paper, but in real life the 
Russian political regime will not become a+ whit more 
“civilised” because of it. 

“Progressism, even if of the most moderate variety, will 
undoubtedly have to extend the all too narrow confines 
existing at present.” To this we answer: the progressism of 
the Cadets in the Fourth Duma will not have to, and cannot 
“extend” anything so long as elements far removed from the 
Cadets do not bestir themselves in a manner very dissimilar 
to that customary in the Duma. 

“Unless such an organisation exists,” says R-kov, referring 
to an open and broad political organisation of the workers, 
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“the struggle is bound to assume an anarchistic character, 
harmful not only to the working class, but to the civilised 
bourgeoisie as well.” 

We shall not dwell on the last part of the phrase, com- 
ment will only spoil this “gem”. As for the first part, it is 
historically wrong. There was no anarchism in Germany in 
1878-90, although there was no “open and broad” political 
organisation in existence. 

Further, R-kov is a thousand times right when he puts 
forward a concrete plan for an open political workers’ ‘‘or- 
ganisation” and suggests that it be inaugurated by the 
founding of a “political association for the protection of the 
interests of the working class”. He is right in the sense that 
only empty phrase-mongers can prattle for months and years 
about the possibility of an “open” party, without taking the 
first simple and natural step to launch it. R-kov is not a 
phrase-monger; he is a man of deeds and, as such, starts at 
the beginning and goes the whole hog. 

But the point is that his “deeds” are liberal deeds, and 
the “banner” which he is “unfurling’” (see p. 35 of the ar- 
ticle we are quoting) is the banner of a liberal labour policy. 
It is immaterial that the programme of the association which 
R-kov wants to found provides for “the establishment of a 
new society based on the public qwnership of the means of 
production”, etc. Actually, the recognition of this great prin- 
ciple did not prevent a section of the German Social- 
Democrats in the sixties from pursuing a “royal-Prussian labour 
policy”, nor does it prevent Ramsay MacDonald (leader of 
the British “independent Labour Party’’—-meaning independ- 
ent of socialism) from pursuing a liberal labour policy. When 
R-kov speaks of the political tasks of the immediate period, 
of our present period, it is a system of liberal principles that 
he propounds. The ““banner’” which R-kov is “unfurling’ was 
unfurled by Prokopovich, Potresov, Larin, etc., long ago, and 
the more this banner is “unfurled” the clearer does it become 
to one and all that what we have before us is a dirty liberal 
rag worn to shreds. 

“There is not a grain of utopia in all this,” R-kov tries 
to persuade us. We must needs reply with a paraphrase of 
a well-known saying: “You are a great utopian, but your 
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utopia is tiny.” Indeed, it would be rather frivolous perhaps 
to reply to an obviously frivolous statement other than with 
a joke. How is it possible to regard as other than utopian 
the suggested foundation of an open workers’ association 
at a time when absolutely peaceful, tame, non-political trade 
unions are being suppressed? How can one write about the 
role of the various classes in a way that is liberal from A to 
Z and yet assure the readers that this does not mean creeping 
into a regime of renovated Tolmachovism? The good R-kov 
goes out of his way to declare: ‘There is no advocacy of any 
violence in this; there is not a word, not a thought about a 
violent revolution being necessary, because in reality, too, no 
such necessity may ever arise. If anyone, blinded by reac- 
tionary frenzy, took it into his head to accuse the members 
of such an ‘association’ of striving for violent revolution, the 
whole burden of an absurd, unfounded and juridically flimsy 
accusation of this sort would fall upon the head of the 
accuser’! 

N. R-kov has an eloquent pen, just like Mr. P. B. Struve 
who, in 1901, hurled similar terrifying thunderbolts “upon 
the heads” of those who persecuted the Zemstvo.83 What a 
picture-N. R-kov trying to prove to the accusing Dumbadzes 
that, since he now harbours no “thoughts”, the burden of the 
juridically flimsy accusations will fall upon the Dumbadzes’ 
own heads! Yes, indeed, we have no parliament as yet, but 
we have parliamentary cretinism galore. Apparently such 
members of the new association as the Marxist Gegechkori 
or even the non-Marxist but honest democrat Petrov the 
Third would be summarily expelled at the very first meeting 
of the new association—provided the assembled members 
are not dispatched, by mistake, to various chilly places before 
the meeting opens. 

The Nasha Zarya “‘liquidators” are rejoicing because R-kov 
has joined their ranks. But the enthusiastic liquidators do 
not realise how ardent is the embrace which the newly-won 
liquidator R-kov brings to them. It is so ardent and so 
powerful that this much can be vouched for—liquidationism 
will be smothered by R-kov’s ardent embrace just as the 
labour congress was smothered by Y. Larin’s ardent embrace. 
Y. Larin perpetrated that bloodless murder by the simple 
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device of writing a pamphlet, after which people, primarily 
out of fear of the embarrassment involved, began to be wary 
of defending the idea of a labour congress. After the new 
“manifesto” of liquidationism published by R-kov in Nasha 
Zarya, people, primarily out of fear of the embarrassment 
involved, will begin to be wary of defending the idea of an 
open liquidationist party. 

And, since we must find at least one point on which to 
agree with R-kov, that idea does contain a “grain” of non- 
utopianism. Remove your professorial blinkers, my dear sir, 
and you will then see that the “association” which you intend 
to “actually put into effect’ (after the burden of your ad- 
monitions has fallen “upon the heads” of the Mymretsovs®) 
already exists—that it has been in existence for two years. 
And you yourself already belong to it! The magazine Nasha 
Zarya (not as a collection of so much printed matter, but as 
an ideological group) is just such an “association for the pro- 
tection of the interests of the working class’. An open and 
broad organisation of workers is a utopia; but “open” and 
frank magazines of opportunist intellectuals are not a uto- 
pia—not by any means. In their own way they are undoubtedly 
protecting the interests of the working class; but to anyone 
who has not ceased to be a Marxist it is obvious that theirs 
is an “association” for protecting, in a liberal manner, the 
interests of the working class as conceived by the liberals. 
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THE CLIMAX OF THE PARTY CRISIS 
(Excerpt) 


Two years ago one could find statements in the Social- 
Democratic press about a “unity crisis” in the Party.* The 
disorganisation and disintegration of the period of counter- 
revolution caused new re-groupings and splits, a new inten- 
sification of the struggle abroad, and many who lacked faith 
or who were weak-nerved lost heart in face of the difficult 
situation within the Social-Democratic Labour Party. Now, 
with the formation of the Russian Organising Commission 
(R.O.C.), we are obviously approaching, if not the end of 
the crisis, then at any rate a new and decisive turn for the 
better in the development of the Party. The moment is, there- 
fore, opportune to attempt a general review of the past period 
of inner Party evolution and of the prospects for the im- 
mediate future. 

After the revolution the R.S.D.L.P. consisted of three se- 
parate, autonomous, national, Social-Democratic organisa- 
tions, and two factions that were Russian in the narrow sense 
of the word. The experience of the years 1905, 1906 and 1907, 
which were unprecedented for their wealth of events, demon- 
strated that these factions had deep roots in the trends govern- 
ing the development of the proletariat in its general way of 
life during this period of the bourgeois revolution. The 
counter-revolution again threw us from the heights to which 
we had already climbed, down into the valley. The proletar- 
iat had to re-group its ranks and gather its forces anew 
surrounded by Stolypin’s gallows and the jeremiads of Vekhi. 

The new situation gave rise to a new grouping of tendencies 
in the Social-Democratic Party. In both the new factions— 


* See pp. 73-97 of this volume.—Ed. 
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under the severe pressure of the adverse times—a process of 
segregation commenced, the segregation of the least stable 
Social-Democratic elements, of the various bourgeois fellow- 
travellers of the proletariat. Two currents strikingly ex- 
pressed this departure from Social-Democracy-liquidationism 
and otzovism. And it was these that inevitably gave rise to 
the tendency to closer relations between the main cores of 
both the factions which had remained true to Marxism. 
Such was the state of affairs which led to the Plenary Meet- 
ing of January 1910-the source of both positive and neg- 
ative results, of the steps forward and of the steps back in 
the subsequent development of the Social-Democratic Party. 

To this very day, many people have failed to understand 
properly the undeniable ideological merit of the work per- 
formed by the Meeting, and the great “conciliationist’’ 
mistake it committed. But unless this is understood it is im- 
possible to understand anything at all in the present Party 
situation. We must therefore pause again and again to 
explain the source of the present crisis. 

The following quotation from an article by a conciliator, 
written just before the Plenary Meeting and published im- 
mediately after it, may help to make this clearer than long 
discussions or quotations from more direct and more numer- 
ous “documents”. One of the leaders of the conciliationism 
which dominated the Meeting—Comrade Yonov, a Bundist- 
wrote the following in an article “Is Party Unity Possible?”, 
published in Discussionny Listok No. 1 (March 19, 1910; 
on page 6 we read the editors’ note: “the article was written 
before the Plenary Meeting”): 


“However harmful otzovism and liquidationism, as such, may be 
to the Party, their beneficial effect on the factions seems to be beyond 
doubt. Pathology recognises two kinds of abscess—harmful and harm- 
less. The harmless type is a disease beneficial to the organism. As it 
grows, it draws various injurious substances from the entire organism 
and thus helps improve the health of that organism. I believe that a 
similar role was played by liquidationism in respect of Menshevism and 
by otzovism-ultimatumism in respect of Bolshevism.” 


Such is the assessment of the case made by a “‘conciliator” 
at the time of the Plenary Meeting; it describes exactly the 
psychology and the ideas of the conciliationism that triumphed 
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there. In the above quotation the main idea is correct, 
a thousand times correct; and just because it is correct the 
Bolsheviks (who even before the Meeting had fully devel- 
oped the struggle against both liquidationism and otzovism) 
could not break with the conciliators at the Meeting. They 
could not, because there was agreement on the main idea; 
it was only on the question of the form in which it should 
be applied that there were differences. The form will become 
subordinated to the content-thought the Bolsheviks, and 
they proved to be right, though this “adaptation of form 
to content’ has cost the Party two years, which have been 
almost “wasted”, owing to the mistake committed by the 
conciliators. 

What was this mistake? It was that the conciliators re- 
cognised all and sundry tendencies on their mere promise 
to heal themselves, instead of recognising only those ten- 
dencies that were healing (and only insofar as they were 
healing) their ‘abscesses’. The Vperyod and Golos groups 
and Trotsky all “signed” the resolution against otzovism and 
liquidationism-that is, they promised to “heal their abscesses” 
~and that was the end of it! The conciliators “believed” 
the promise and entangled the Party with non-Party groups 
that were, as they themselves admitted, ‘abscesses’. From 
the point of view of practical politics this was infantile, while 
from a deeper point of view it lacked an ideological basis, 
was unprincipled and full of intrigue. Indeed, those who 
were seriously convinced that liquidationism and otzovism- 
ultimatumism were abscesses, must have realised that as the 
abscesses grew they were certain to draw out and drain in- 
jurious substances from the organism; and they would not 
contribute to the poisoning of the organism by attempts to 
drive inside the poisons gathered in the “abscesses”. 

The first year after the Plenary Meeting was a practical 
revelation of the ideological poverty of the conciliators. As 
a matter of fact, all Party work (healing ‘‘abscesses’’) during 
the whole of that year was done by the Bolsheviks and 
Plekhanov’s group. Both Sotsial-Demokrat and Rabochaya 
Gazeta (after Trotsky had expelled the Central Committee’s 
representative) prove that fact. Some of the generally known, 
legally issued publications of 1910 also bear out that fact. 
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These are not words but facts proving joint work in the 
leading bodies of the Party. 

During that year (1910), the Golos and Vperyod groups 
and Trotsky, all in fact, moved away from the Party precisely 
in the direction of liquidationism and otzovism-ultimatumism. 
The “harmless abscesses’ behaved harmfully, since they 
did not drain away the “injurious substances” from the or- 
ganism of the Party, but continued to contaminate that or- 
ganism, keeping it in a diseased condition and rendering it 
incapable of doing Party work. This Party work (in litera- 
ture, which was accessible to all) was conducted by the Bol- 
sheviks and the Plekhanovites in spite of the “conciliatory” 
resolutions and the collegiums set up by the Plenary 
Meeting, not in conjunction with the Colos and Vperyod 
groups, but against them (because it was impossible to 
work in conjunction with the liquidators and otzovists- 
ultimatumists). 

And what about the work in Russia? Not a single meeting 
of the Central Committee was held during the whole year! 
Why? Because the members of the Central Committee in 
Russia (conciliators who well deserved the kisses of Golos 
Likvidatorov*) kept on “inviting” the liquidators for twelve, 
for fifteen months but never got them to “accept the invita- 
tion”. At the Plenary Meeting, our good conciliators un- 
fortunately did not provide for the institution of “escorts” to 
bring people to the Central Committee. As a result the Party 
found itself in the absurd and shameful position, predicted 
by the Bolsheviks at the Meeting when they fought the 
credulity and naiveté of the conciliators-work in Russia is 
at a standstill, the Party’s hands are tied, while a disgusting 
stream of liberal and anarchistic attacks on the Party is 
pouring forth from the pages of Nasha Zarya and Vperyod. 
Mikhail, Roman and Yuri, on the one hand, the otzovists 
and the “‘god-builders” on the other, are doing their utmost 
to ruin Social-Democratic work, while the conciliationist 
members of the Central Committee are “inviting” the 
liquidators and are “waiting” for them! 


* Voice of the Liquidators, punning on Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, 
Voice of a Social-Democrat.—Tr. 
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By their “application” of December 5, 1910,8 the Bol- 
sheviks stated openly and formally that they cancelled the 
agreement with all the other factions. The violation of the 
“peace” made at the Plenary Meeting, its violation by Golos, 
Vperyod and Trotsky, had become a fully recognised fact. 

About six months were spent (until June 1911) in attempts 
to convene a plenary meeting abroad, which under the 
agreement was to be convened within three months. The 
liquidators (Golosists~Bundists—Schwartz) likewise prevented 
the convening of this meeting. Thereupon the bloc of three 
groups-the Bolsheviks, the Poles and the “‘conciliators’’- 
made a final attempt to save the situation: to call a con- 
ference and to form a Russian Organising Commission. As 
before the Bolsheviks were in a minority: from January 1910 
to June 1911, the liquidators were predominant (in the Cen- 
tral Committee Bureau Abroad they were the Golosists—a 
Bundist-Schwartz; in Russia—-those “conciliators’” who had 
been continually “inviting” the liquidators); from June 1911 
to November 1, 1911 (the time-limit fixed by the trustees), 
the conciliators, who were joined by the Poles, were 
predominant. 

This was the state of affairs: both money and the dispatch 
of agents were in the hands of Tyszka and Mark (the leader 
of the Paris conciliators); the only assurance the Bolsheviks 
received was agreement that they too would be sent on work. 
The differences arising out of the Plenary Meeting reduced 
themselves to the last point which it was impossible to 
evade: whether to work with all one’s energy, without “wait- 
ing’ for anyone, without “‘inviting’’ anyone (anyone who 
wishes and is able to work in a Social-Democratic fashion 
needs no invitations!), or whether to continue bargaining 
and haggling with Trotsky, Vperyod, etc. The Bolsheviks 
chose the first path, a fact which they had already openly 
and directly declared at the Paris Meeting of Central Com- 
mittee members. Tyszka and Co. chose (and foisted on both 
the Technical Commission and the Organising Commission 
Abroad) the second path, which, as was shown in detail in 
the article of Sotsial-Demokrat No. 24, was objectively no- 
thing but empty and miserable intrigue. 

The result is now clear to all. By November 1, the Rus- 
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sian Organising Commission was formed. In reality, it was 
created by the Bolsheviks and by the pro-Party Mensheviks 
in Russia. “The alliance of the two strong factions’ (strong 
in their ideological solidity and in their work of healing 
“abscesses’), which so enraged the weak-minded people at 
the Plenary Meeting and after it (see Golos, Vperyod, Otkliki 
Bunda, Pravda, etc.), became a fact. In such model and out- 
standing Social-Democratic organisations as the Baku and 
the Kiev organisations were in the Russia of 1910 and 1911, 
this alliance, to the great joy of the Bolsheviks, became almost 
complete fusion, a single indissoluble organism of pro-Party 
Social-Democrats. 

After the test of two years’ experience, the snivelling for 
the dissolution of “all” factions proved to be but a miserable 
phrase used by empty-headed people who had been fooled 
by the Potresovs and the otzovists. “The alliance of the two 
strong factions’ performed its work, and in the above- 
mentioned model organisations it reached a stage where a 
complete merging into a single party could be effected. The 
waverings of the pro-Party Mensheviks abroad can no longer 
alter this accomplished fact. 

The two years following the Plenary Meeting, which to 
many sceptics or dilettantes in Social-Democracy who do not 
wish to understand the devilish difficulty of the task, seem 
to be years of useless, hopeless, senseless squabbles, of dis- 
organisation and ruin, were in reality years in which the 
Social-Democratic Party was led out of the marsh of liqui- 
dationist and otzovist waverings on to the high road. The 
year 1910 was a year of joint work by Bolsheviks and pro- 
Party Mensheviks in all the leading (both official and unof- 
ficial, legal and illegal) bodies of the Party; this was the 
first step of the “alliance of the two strong factions” towards 
ideological preparation, the gathering of the forces under a 
single banner, that of anti-liquidationism and anti-otzovism. 
The year 1911 has witnessed the second step-the creation 
of the Russian Organising Commission. The fact that a pro- 
Party Menshevik presided at its first meeting is significant: 
the second step, the creation of an actually functioning centre 
in Russia, has now been taken. The locomotive has been 
raised and placed on the rails. 
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For the first time following four years of ruin and dis- 
organisation, a Social-Democratic centre has met together in 
Russia—in spite of incredible persecution by the police and 
the unheard-of intrigues of Golos, Vperyod, the conciliators, 
the Poles, and tutti quanti. For the first time a leaflet has 
appeared in Russia addressed to the Party by that centre. 
For the first time the work of re-establishing the local under- 
ground organisations has systematically and thoroughly 
covered both capital cities, the Volga Region, the Urals, the 
Caucasus, Kiev, Ekaterinoslav, Rostov, Nikolayev. All this 
has taken place in about three months, from July to October 
1911, for the Russian Organising Commission met only after 
all these places had been visited. Its first meeting took place 
simultaneously with the restoration of the St. Petersburg 
Party Committee and with a series of workers’ meetings 
arranged by it, and with the passing of resolutions by the 
Moscow city district organisations in favour of the Party, etc. 

Of course it would be unpardonable naiveté to indulge in 
light-hearted optimism; we are still confronted with enor- 
mous difficulties; police persecution has increased tenfold 
since the first leaflet by the Social-Democratic centre was 
published in Russia; one may anticipate long and hard 
months of work, new arrests and new interruptions. But the 
main thing has been accomplished. The banner has been 
raised, workers’ circles all over Russia are being drawn to 
it, and no counter-revolutionary attack can possibly haul it 
down. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 25, Vol. 17 
December 8 (21), 1911 


THE SIXTH (PRAGUE) ALL-RUSSIA 
CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.% 


RESOLUTION: 
THE TASKS OF THE PARTY 
IN THE PRESENT SITUATION 


This Conference endorses, first and foremost, the resolu- 
tion adopted at the Party Conference in December 1908 on 
“The Tasks of the Party in the Present Situation’. This Con- 
ference points to the extreme importance of that resolution, 
whose provisions relating to the historical meaning and class 
essence of the entire June Third regime on the one hand, and 
the growing revolutionary crisis on the other, have been 
fully confirmed by the events of the past three years. 

Of these events the Conference particularly notes the 
following: 

(a) The agrarian policy of tsarism, with which both the 
government parties of the landowners and big bourgeoisie 
and the counter-revolutionary liberals have bound up their 
counter-revolutionary interests, has not led to the creation 
of anything like stable bourgeois relations in the village, nor 
has it relieved the peasantry of mass hunger, which reflects 
the extreme worsening of the condition of the population and 
an enormous loss of productive forces. 

(b) In view of its impotence in the face of the world com- 
petition of the modern capitalist states and being pushed 
more and more into the background in Europe, the tsarist 
autocracy in alliance with the reactionary nobility and the 
growing industrial bourgeoisie, is now endeavouring to satis- 
fy its predatory interests by means of crude “nationalist’’ 
politics, directed against the more cultured regions (Finland, 
Poland, North-Western Area), and, through colonial conquest, 
against the peoples of Asia (Persia and Mongolia) who are 
waging a revolutionary struggle for freedom. 
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(c) The developing economic advance is largely offset by 
the complete disruption of peasant economy, by the rapacious 
budgetary policy of the autocracy and absolute corrup- 
tion in the bureaucratic apparatus; on the other hand, the 
increasing cost of living intensifies the poverty of the 
working class and the broad masses of the population. 

(d) In view of this the broad masses of the population 
have become convinced, during the five-year existence of 
the Third Duma, that it is unwilling, unable and powerless 
to do anything to improve their conditions, and that the 
parties predominating in the Duma are anti-popular in 
character. 

(e) The onset of a political revival is to be noted among 
broad democratic circles, chiefly among the proletariat. The 
workers’ strikes of 1910-11, the beginning of demonstrations 
and proletarian meetings, the start of a movement among 
urban bourgeois democrats (the student strikes), etc., all 
these are signs of the growing revolutionary feelings of the 
masses against the June Third regime. 

This Conference, proceeding from all these facts, confirms 
the tasks confronting the Party, as outlined in detail in the 
resolution of the December 1908 Conference, and draws the 
particular attention of comrades to: 

(1) The fact that, as heretofore, the first task on the order 
of the day is the continued work of the socialist education, 
organisation and unification of the politically-conscious 
masses of the proletariat; 

(2) The necessity for intensive work to re-establish the 
illegal organisation of the R.S.D.L.P., which more than ever 
before takes advantage of all and every legal possibility, 
which is capable of leading the economic struggles of the 
proletariat, and which is the only party able to take the lead 
in political actions by the proletariat that are growing more 
frequent; 

(3) The necessity to organise and extend systematic politi- 
cal agitation and to give all-round support for the movement 
of the masses that is beginning and expand it on the basis of 
full implementation of the Party slogans. 

Propaganda for a republic, and against the policy of the 
tsarist monarchy, must be given special prominence to coun- 
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teract, among other things, the widespread propaganda in 
favour of curtailed slogans and adaptation to the existing 
“legality”. 


RESOLUTION: 
THE CHARACTER AND ORGANISATIONAL 
FORMS OF PARTY WORK 


Recognising that the experience of the past three years 
has undoubtedly confirmed the main provisions of the reso- 
lution on the problem of organisation carried by the Decem- 
ber (1908) Conference, and assuming that the new upswing 
of the working-class movement makes possible the further 
development of organisational forms of Party work along the 
lines indicated therein, i.e, by the formation of illegal 
Social-Democratic nuclei surrounded by as wide a network as 
possible of every kind of legal workers’ associations, 

the Conference considers that: 

(1) It is essential for illegal Party organisations to partic- 
ipate actively in the leadership of the economic struggle 
(strikes, strike committees, etc.), and to ensure co-operation 
in this sphere between the illegal Party nuclei and the trade 
unions, in particular with the '$.D. nuclei in the trade unions, 
and also with various leaders of the trade union movement; 

(2) It is desirable that $.D. nuclei in unions organised on 
an industrial basis should, whenever local conditions permit, 
function in conjunction with Party branches organised on a 
territorial basis; 

(3) It is essential for the maximum possible initiative to 
be shown in the organisation of $.D. work in legally existing 
associations—unions, reading-rooms, libraries, various types 
of workers’ entertainment societies, the circulation of the 
trade union journals and the guidance of the trade union 
press in the spirit of Marxism; the use of the Duma speeches 
of the §.D. members, the training of workers to become 
legal lecturers, the creation (in connection with the elections 
to the Fourth Duma) of workers’ and other voters’ commit- 
tees for each district, each street, etc., and the organisation 
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of Social-Democratic campaigns in connection with the elec- 
tions to municipal bodies, etc.; 

(4) It is essential to make special efforts to strengthen 
and increase the number of illegal Party nuclei, and to seek 
for new organisational forms for them of the greatest pos- 
sible flexibility, to establish and strengthen leading illegal 
Party organisations in every town and to propagate such 
forms of mass illegal organisations as ‘exchanges’, factory 
Party meetings, and so on; 

(5) It is desirable to draw the study circles into everyday 
practical work-the distribution of illegal Social-Democratic 
and legal Marxist literature, and so on; 

(6) It is essential to bear in mind that systematic agita- 
tion through §.D. literature and particularly the regular dis- 
tribution of the illegal Party paper, issued frequently and 
regularly, can have a tremendous significance for the estab- 
lishment of organisational links, both between the illegal 
nuclei, and between the S.D. nuclei in legally existing 
workers’ associations. 


RESOLUTION: 
LIQUIDATIONISM AND THE GROUP 
OF LIQUIDATORS 


Whereas: 

(1) The R.S.D.L.P. for nearly four years has been waging 
a determined fight against the liquidationist trend, which 
was characterised at the conference of the Party in December 
1908 as 

“an attempt on the part of a group of Party intellectuals 
to liquidate the existing organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. and 
to replace it at all costs, even at the price of downright re- 
nunciation of the programme, tactics and traditions of the 
Party, by a loose association functioning legally”; 

(2) The Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee held 
in January 1910, continuing the fight against this trend, unan- 
imously declared it to be a manifestation of bourgeois in- 
fluence upon the proletariat and demanded, as a condition 
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for real Party unity and for the fusion of the former Bolshe- 
vik and Menshevik groups, a complete rupture with liquida- 
tionism and the utter rout of this bourgeois deviation from 
socialism; 

(3) In spite of all Party decisions, and in spite of the obli- 
gation assumed by the representatives of all the factions at 
the Plenary Meeting held in January 1910, a section of Social- 
Democrats, grouped around the magazines Nasha Zarya 
and Dyelo Zhizni, began to defend openly the trend which 
the entire Party has recognised as being the product of bour- 
geois influence on the proletariat; 

(4) The former members of the Central Committee, Mikh- 
ail, Yuri and Roman, refused not only to join the Central 
Committee in the spring of 1910, but even to attend a single 
meeting to co-opt new members, and bluntly declared that 
they considered the very existence of the Party Central 
Committee to be “harmful”; 

(5) It was precisely after the Plenary Meeting of 1910 that 
the above-mentioned chief publications of the liquidators, 
Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni, definitely turned to liquida- 
tionism all along the line, not only “belittling (contrary to 
the decisions of the Plenary Meeting) the importance of the 
illegal Party”, but openly renouncing it, declaring that the 
Party was “extinct’’, that the Party was already liquidated, 
that the idea of reviving the illegal Party was “a reactionary 
utopia’, using the columns of legally published magazines 
to heap slander and abuse on the illegal Party, calling upon 
the workers to regard the nuclei of the Party and its hierarchy 
as “dead”, etc.; 

(6) At a time when throughout Russia the members of the 
Party, irrespective of factions, united to promote the imme- 
diate task of convening a Party conference, the liquidators, 
banded together in entirely independent small groups, split 
away from the local organisations even where the pro-Party 
Mensheviks predominated (Ekaterinoslav, Kiev) and defi- 
nitely refused to maintain any Party relations with the local 
organisations of the R.S.D.L.P.; 

The Conference declares that by its conduct the Nasha 
Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni group has definitely placed itself out- 
side the Party. 
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The Conference calls upon all Party members, irrespective 
of tendencies and shades of opinion, to combat liquidation- 
ism, explain its great harmfulness to the cause of the eman- 
cipation of the working class, and bend all their efforts to 
revive and strengthen the illegal R.S.D.L.P. 


Written in January 1912 Vol. 17 


Published in February 1912 

in a pamphlet entitled: 

The All-Russia Conference of 
the R.S.D.L.P., C.C. Publishers, 
Paris 


. 


THE REVOLUTIONARY UPSWING 
(Excerpts) 


The great May Day strike of the proletariat of all Russia 
and the accompanying street demonstrations, revolutionary 
leaflets, and revolutionary speeches before gatherings of 
workers have clearly shown that Russia has entered a period 
of revolutionary upswing. 

This upswing did not come as a bolt from the blue. The 
way had been paved for it over a long period by all the con- 
ditions of Russian life, and the mass strikes over the Lena 
shootings®’ and the May Day strikes merely marked its ac- 
tual arrival. The temporary triumph of the counter-revolution 
was inseparably bound up with a decline in the mass struggle 
of the workers. The number of strikers gives an approximate 
yet absolutely objective and precise idea of the extent of the 
struggle. 

During the ten years preceding the revolution, from 1895 
to 1904, the average number of strikers was 43,000 a year 
(in round figures). In 1905 there were 2,750,000 strikers, in 
1906—1,000,000, and in 1907~750,000. The three years of the 
revolution were distinguished by a rise in the strike move- 
ment of the proletariat unprecedented anywhere in the world. 
Its decline, which began in 1906-07, became definite in 1908, 
when there were 175,000 strikers. The coup d’état of June 3, 
1907, which restored the autocratic rule of the tsar in alli- 
ance with the Duma of the Black-Hundred landlords and 
the commercial and industrial magnates, was an inevitable 
result of the flagging of the revolutionary energy of the 
masses. 

The three years 1908-10 were a period of Black-Hundred 
counter-revolution at its worst, of liberal-bourgeois renegacy 
and of proletarian despondency and disintegration. The 
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number of strikers steadily dropped, reaching 60,000 in 1909 
and 50,000 in 1910. 

However, a noticeable change set in at the end of 1910. 
The demonstrations in connection with the death of the libe- 
ral Muromtsev, and of Lev Tolstoi, and also the student move- 
ment, clearly indicated that a fresh breeze had begun to 
blow, that the mood of the democratic masses had reached 
a turning-point. The year 1911 saw the workers gradually 
going over to an offensive-the number of strikers rose to 
100,000. Signs from various quarters indicate that the weari- 
ness and stupor brought about by the triumph of the counter- 
revolution are passing away, that once again there is an urge 
for revolution. In summing up the situation, the All-Russia 
Conference, held in January 1912, noted that “the onset of 
a political revival is to be noted among broad democratic 
circles, chiefly among the proletariat. The workers’ strikes 
in 1910-11, the beginning of demonstrations and proletar- 
ian meetings, the start of a movement among urban bour- 
geois democrats (the student strikes), etc., all these are signs 
of the growing revolutionary feelings of the masses against 
the June Third regime’. (See the “Notification” of the Con- 
ference, p. 18.*) 

By the second quarter of this year these sentiments had 
become so strong that they manifested themselves in actions 
by the masses, and brought about a revolutionary upswing. 
The course of events during the past eighteen months shows 
with perfect clarity that there is nothing accidental in this 
upswing, that it has come quite naturally and was made 
inevitable by the whole development of Russia in the pre- 


vious period. 
* * * 


The revolutionary upswing of the masses imposes great 
and responsible duties on every working-class Social- 
Democrat, on every honest democrat. ‘All-round support for 
the movement of the masses that is beginning [we should say 
already: the revolutionary movement of the masses that has 
begun}, and its expansion on the basis of full implementation 


* See p. 194 of this volume.—Ed. 
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of the Party slogans’-this is how the All-Russia Con- 
ference of the R.S.D.L.P. defined these duties.* The Party 
slogans—a democratic republic, an eight-hour day, confisca- 
tion of all the landed estates-must become the slogans of 
all democrats, of the people's revolution. 

To be able to support and extend the movement of the 
masses, we need organisation and more organisation. Without 
an illegal party we cannot carry on this work, and there is 
no point in just talking about it. In supporting and extend- 
ing the onslaught of the masses, we must carefully take into 
account the experience of 1905, and in explaining the need 
for and inevitability of an uprising, we must warn against 
and keep off premature attempts. The growth of mass strikes, 
the enlistment of other classes in the struggle, the state 
of the organisations, and the temper of the masses will all 
suggest of themselves the moment when all forces must unite 
in a concerted, resolute, aggressive, supremely courageous 
onslaught of the revolution on the tsarist monarchy. 

Without a victorious revolution there will be no freedom 
in Russia. | 

Without the overthrow of the tsarist monarchy by a 
proletarian and peasant uprising there will be no victorious 
revolution in Russia. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, Vol. 18 
June 17 (4), 1912 


* See p. 194 of this volume.—Ed. 


ON THE EVE OF THE ELECTIONS 
TO THE FOURTH DUMA 


On the eve of the elections the Russian Social-Democratic 
Labour Party has come forward, despite cruel persecution, 
despite wholesale arrests, with a clearer, more distinct and 
more precise programme, tactics and platform than any other 
party. 

In January 1912 the All-Russia Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. summed up the results of the ideological and po- 
litical work carried out by the Party in the grim years of 
the counter-revolution. The Conference decisions gave ans- 
wers to all the pressing questions of the moment. Thanks 
to those decisions, the election platform was simply a final 
statement. The platform was published by the Central Com- 
mittee in Russia and was then reprinted by a whole series 
of the local organisations. The whole bourgeois press reported 
the Conference and published some of its decisions. 

In the six months since the Conference, work has been 
going on through the Party press and dozens of reports, in 
hundreds of speeches in factory groups and at the meetings, 
held in April and May, to explain the Conference decisions 
and to put them into effect. The Party’s slogans—a republic, 
an eight-hour working day, confiscation of the landed estates— 
have spread throughout Russia and have been accepted 
by the foremost proletarians. The revolutionary upsurge of 
the masses, its expression ranging from strikes and meetings 
to revolts in the armed forces, has proved these slogans to 
be correct and vital. 

Our Party has already made use of the elections, and 
very extensively too. No amount of “interpretation” by the 
police, no amount of falsification of the Fourth Duma (by the 
priesthood or otherwise) can nullify this result. Propaganda, 
organised strictly on Party lines, has already been carried 
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out everywhere and has set the tone for the entire election 
campaign of the Social-Democrats. 

The bourgeois parties in a hasty, slapdash manner are 
writing “platforms for the elections’, for promises, for hood- 
winking the voters. The liquidators, too, who are trailing 
behind the liberals, are now devising a legal “platform for 
the elections”. The liquidators are making a fuss about plat- 
forms in the legal, censored press as they prepare to cover 
up their utter confusion, disorganisation and lack of ideolo- 
gical principle, with a respectable, law-abiding “platform for 
the elections”. 

Not a platform “for the elections’, but elections to imple- 
ment the revolutionary Social-Democratic platform!-that is 
how the Party of the working class sees it. We have already 
used the elections to this end, and will use them to the hilt. 
We will use even the most reactionary tsarist Duma to ad- 
vocate the revolutionary platform, tactics and programme 
of the Russian §.D. Labour Party. Truly valuable are only 
those platforms that complete the long work of revolutionary 
agitation, which has already given full answers to all the ques- 
tions of the movement, and not those platforms (particularly 
the legal ones!) that are composed in all haste as a stop-gap 
and as a noisy advertisement, as in the case of the liquidators. 

Six months have ‘passed since the Party re-established it- 
self. Overcoming incredible difficulties, suffering from fierce 
persecution and experiencing breaks in the work of this 
or that local centre or of the common centre-the Central 
Committee-the Party is definitely going forward, extending 
its work and its influence among the masses. This extension 
of the work is taking place in a new form: in addition to the 
illegal nuclei, which are secret and narrow, and better dis- 
guised than before, there is broader legal Marxist propa- 
ganda. It is just this distinctive character of the new prepara- 
tions for revolution in the new conditions that has long been 
noted and acknowledged by the Party. 

And we can now give a full answer to the noisy utterances 
of the liquidators, who threaten us with “duplicate candi- 
dates’’.88 Empty threats that scare no one! The liquidators are 
so badly beaten and impotent that no amount of help can 
revive them. They cannot so much as think of putting up 
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“duplicate candidates’; if they did so, they would win a 
pitiful, ludicrously insignificant number of votes. They know 
this and will not try the experiment. They are making a 
noise merely to divert attention and conceal the truth. 

We said ‘‘no amount of help’. The liquidators are count- 
ing on help from abroad. Their friends—particularly the 
Letts, the Bund and Trotsky—have announced the convoca- 
tion of ten ‘‘centres, organisations and factions’! Don't 
laugh! The world abroad is rich, great and bountiful. As 
many as “ten centres’!! The methods used in this case are 
the same as with the government in the Fourth Duma: pre- 
parations for setting up a representative body, and the con- 
version of a number of ciphers into the semblance of “big 
numbers”. First of all, Trotsky (in Russia he is a cipher, he 
is only a contributor to Zhivoye Dyelo,®® and his agents are 
only defenders of the liquidators’ ‘‘initiating groups’’). Sec- 
ondly, Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, i.e., the selfsame impotent 
liquidators. Thirdly, the “Caucasian Regional Committee”, 
also a cipher, in a third garb. Fourthly, the “Organising Com- 
mittee’—a fourth garb of the very same liquidators. Fifthly 
and sixthly, the Letts and the Bund, which is wholly liqui- 
dationist today. But enough! ' 

Needless to say our Party is laughing at this game of 
nonentities abroad. They cannot resuscitate a corpse, for the 
liquidators in Russia are a corpse. 

Here are the facts. 

For six months the liquidators and all their friends have 
been waging a desperate struggle against the Party. There 
exists a legal Marxist press. It is fearfully handicapped, and 
does not dare utter a word about a republic, our Party, uprising, 
or the tsar’s gang. It would be simply ridiculous to think of 
advocating the slogans of the R.S.D.L.P. through that press. 

But the worker in Russia is no longer what he used to be. 
He has become a force. He has paved a way for himself. He 
has his own press, which is handicapped but belongs to him 
and defends Marxism theoretically. 

In this open arena, everyone can see the “successes” of the 
liquidators’ struggle against the anti-liquidators. S.V. of 
Vperyod has already pointed out those successes in Trotsky’s 
Vienna, liquidationist, Pravda. The fact is, he wrote, that the 
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workers’ collections go almost entirely to the anti-liquidators. 
But he sought to comfort himself, saying that it is not 
because the workers sympathise with the ‘‘Leninists”. 

Why, naturally ‘‘not because”, dear friend of the liquidators! 

But still, look at the facts. 

Six months of open struggle for a workers’ daily news- 
paper. 

The liquidators have been shouting about it since ,1910. 
What about their success? In six months—from January 1 to 
July 1, 1912-their papers, Zhivoye Dyelo and Nevsky Go- 
los,° carried the accounts of 15 (fifteen) collections made by 
groups of workers for a workers’ daily newspaper! Fifteen 
groups of workers in six months! 

Take the newspapers of the anti-liquidators. See their ac- 
counts of the collections made for a workers’ daily during 
the same six-month period. Add up the number of collections 
by groups of workers. You will find that there were 504 con- 
tributions by workers’ groups! 

Here are exact monthly data for the various parts of Russia: 


Number of workers’ group contributions for 
a workers’ daily newspaper during the first half of 1912 


In anli- In 

liquidationist | liquidationist 

newspapers newspapers 
January . we 14 0 
February 2... 2... 18 0 
March) 2s. #4 Se ew a ue See ne 76 7 
rc re a ee err rere 227 8 
MAYS sin teteg pede 4 ee on hates TS 135 0 
JUNO® co, Bae Kod igo bo ateen en eae ae ys 34 0 
DOL AEER om 6 Bote tens 504 15 
St. Petersburg and vicinity. ... . 415 10 
South «, a..ecc oe ew le case wb aS o4 4 
The rest of Russia... ..... «| 38 4 
(i | 504 ) 
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The liquidators have been thoroughly beaten in the eyes 
of the workers’ groups in Russia. The liquidators are a corpse, 
and no number of terrible (oh, how terrible!) “associations of 
groups, centres, factions, trends and tendencies” abroad can 
revive this corpse. 

No shrill manifestos abroad and no fake conferences bet- 
ween “initiating groups” and the liquidators can undo or 
alleviate this complete defeat of the liquidators in the eyes 
of hundreds of workers’ groups in Russia. 

The unity of the election campaign of the worker Social- 
Democrats ‘in Russia is assured. It is assured not through 
“agreements” with the liquidators, but through the complete 
victory over the liquidators, who have already been reduced 
to their true role, the role of liberal intellectuals. See how 
well Savin, the Socialist-Revolutionary liquidator, fits into 
Nasha Zarya. See how warmly L.M. praises, in Listok Golosa 
Sotsial-Demokrata! “the initiative’ of the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries, who repeatedly stray (because of an otzovist 
hangover!) into liquidationism. Ponder on the significance of 
the fact that the same sheet holds up the well-known Socialist- 
Revolutionary “leader’, Avksentyev, as an example for Ple- 
khanov. Remember how all liquidators kiss the non-Social- 
Democratic Lewica of the Polish Socialist Party.9? Liquidators 
of all parties, unite! 

Everyone finds his niche in the end. Groups of intellectua- 
list liquidators from among former Marxists and former libe- 
rals with a bomb are being welded together by the course of 
events. : 

As for the Party of the working class, the R.S.D.L.P., it 
has, in the six months since it regained its freedom from the 
bondage of those who had liquidated it, made a huge stride 
forward, as can be seen from the facts cited. 


Rabochaya Gazeta No. 9, Vol. 18 
July 30 (August 12), 1912 


THE PLATFORM OF THE REFORMISTS 
AND THE PLATFORM OF THE REVOLUTIONARY 
SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 


The revolutionary upswing in Russia made itself clearly 
felt in the first half of 1912. The number of political strikers, 
as calculated by the factory owners, reached 515,000 for 
five months. A particularly important document, reprinted in 
full in No. 27 of the Central Organ, namely, the May Day 
appeal of the St. Petersburg workers, provides evidence as 
to the nature of the strikers’ slogans, their demands, the po- 
litical content of their demonstrations, meetings, etc. 

The slogans with which the St. Petersburg workers came 
forward in those memorable days were not reformist but 
revolutionary Social-Democratic slogans: a constituent as- 
sembly, an eight-hour working day, confiscation of the landed 
estates, the overthrow of the tsarist government, and a 
democratic republic. 

The revolts and attempted revolts of soldiers and sailors— 
in Turkestan, in the Baltic Fleet and on the Black Sea—sup- 
plied fresh objective evidence that ‘after long years of ram- 
pant counter-revolution and of a lull in the working-class 
movement, a new revolutionary upswing had begun. 

This upswing coincided with the period of the elections 
to the Fourth Duma, when all parties and all political trends 
had to present, in one form or another, their general apprais- 
al of the political situation. Now, if we want to analyse our 
political tasks seriously, as the tasks of the working class 
and not the pious wishes of little groups, and if we want to 
test programmes and platforms in a Marxist way by com- 
paring them with the facts of the mass struggle and with 
the actions of all the classes of this society, we must also 
test the various election platforms on the touchstone of this 
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revolutionary upswing of the masses. For, as far as the Social- 
Democrats are concerned, elections are not a special po- 
litical operation, not an attempt to win seats through all sorts 
of promises and declarations, but merely a special occasion 
for advocating the basic demands and the principles of the 
political world outlook of the class-conscious proletariat. 

The programmes and platforms of all the government par- 
ties, from the Black Hundreds to Guchkov, leave no room for 
doubt. They are plainly and openly counter-revolutionary. It 
is common knowledge thiat these parties lack a foothold of 
any real importance not only among the working class :and 
the peasantry, but even among wide sections of the bour- 
geoisie. These sections have almost completely turned away 
from the Octobrists. 

The programmes and platforms of the liberal bourgeois 
parties have been published in part almost officially (the 
platform of the Moslem group) and are partly known quite 
accurately through the “big” political press (the platforms 
of the “‘Progressists’’? and of the Cadets). The essence of all 
these programmes and platforms has been inimitably ex- 
pressed in the declarations of the garrulous Cadet, Gredes- 
kul, which were reprinted in Rech®* and from there found 
their way into the Marxist press. 

“A public denial of the need for a new revolution in Rus- 
sia” is how Gredeskul himself formulated his views (cf. 
Sotsial-Demokrat No. 27, p. 3). It was he, too, who contrasted 
the real platform of the liberals (with the Cadets at their 
head) with that of the revolutionaries, saying that “what 
we need is merely quiet, persevering and confident consti- 
tutional work”. 

We stress the words “real platform”, for in Russia, as in 
all bourgeois countries, most platforms are mere window 
dressing. 

The crux of the matter is what was admitted (in a rare fit 
of truthfulness) by Mr. Gredeskul. The liberal monarchist 
bourgeoisie is opposed to a new revolution and advocates 
only constitutional reforms. 

The Social-Democrats consistently, and the bourgeois de- 
mocrats (Narodniks) hesitantly, uphold the “need” for a new 
revolution, and are carrying on propaganda in favour of 
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such a revolution. The upswing of the mass struggle has begun. 
The revolutionary Social-Democrats are trying to extend 
and strengthen it, helping it develop to a still higher plane, 
to the stage of revolution. The reformists, however, regard 
the upswing as a mere “revival”; their policy is a policy 
aimed at obtaining constitutional concessions, constitutional 
reforms. It follows that the bourgeoisie and proletariat have 
entered, at this ‘‘stage’’ of Russian history as well, into a 
struggle for influence over the “people”, over the masses. 
No one can foretell the outcome of this struggle, but neither 
can anyone entertain any doubts as to the position which the 
R.S.D.L.P. must occupy in this struggle. 

It is in this way, and only in this way, that one can start 
to appraise the election platform of the Party and the elec- 
tion lplatform issued the other day by the “Organising Com- 
mittee” elected by the liquidationist conference.” 

The election platform of the Party, published by the Cen- 
tral Committee after the January Conference, was drafted 
before the events of April and May. These events proved it 
correct. A single theme runs through the whole platform— 
criticism of constitutional reforms in present-day Russia as 
hopeless and utopian, and the propaganda of revolution. 
The slogans of the platform have been framed precisely in 
such a way as to express the revolutionary tasks with per- 
fect clarity and make it absolutely impossible to mistake 
them for promises of constitutional reforms. The platform of 
the Party represents a direct appeal of the revolutionary 
Social-Democrats to hundreds of thousands of political strik- 
ers, to those who are in the front ranks of the millions of the 
muzhik armed forces, to whom it explains the tasks of an 
uprising. A revolutionary party could not even dream of a 
better test for its platform, of a better confirmation of it by 
experience, than this direct response to the explanations of 
the Party~the May sfrikes and the attempted military revolts 
in June and July. 

Look at the platform of the liquidators. Its liquidation- 
ist essence is artfully concealed by Trotsky’s revolutionary 
phrases. This camouflage may sometimes blind naive and 
altogether inexperienced people, and may even appear to be 
“reconciliation’’ between the liquidators and the Party. But 
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the most cursory examination will rapidly dissipate this self- 
deception. 

The platform of the liquidators ‘was written after the May 
strikes and the attempted revolts in the summer. And in 
seeking a real practical answer to the question of the essence 
of this platform, the first thing we ask is: how does it ap- 
praise those strikes and those attempts? 


“The economic upswing...”, “...by the growth of its 
strike movement, the proletariat has signalled the coming 
new ‘social upswing...”, “...the powerful April movement 


of the proletariat demanding freedom of association’’—that is 
all the liquidators’ platform says about the April and May 
strikes. 

But this is indeed an ‘untruth! It is a crying distortion of 
the issue! The main thing is omitted here, namely, the revo- 
lutionary character of ‘the political strike, which is ‘not aimed 
at winning a constitutional reform, but at overthrowing the 
government, i.e., at revolution. 

How could such ‘an untruth come to be written in an ille- 
gal, revolutionary leaflet full of “red” phrases? It had to be, 
because such is the view of the liberals and the liquidators. 
They see in strikes what they wish to see—a struggle for con- 
stitutional reforms. 'They do not see what they do not wish 
to see, namely, a revolutionary upswing. We liberals want 
to fight for reform, but not for revolution—there you have 
the truth of the ‘class position that found expression in the 
untruth of the liquidators. 

With regard to the attempted revolts we read, “’...the 
soldiers in the barracks are driven by violence, humiliation 
and starvation to outbursts pf desperate protest, then they 
are suppressed with bullets, the rope”, etc. 

This is a liberal appraisal. We revolutionary Social- 
Democrats regard the attempted revolts as the beginning of an 
uprising of the masses, even if an unsuccessful, untimely, in- 
correct beginning. And we know that ‘tthe masses learn how 
to make a successful uprising only from the experience of 
unsuccessful ones, just as the Russian workers, by a series of 
unsuccessful, and sometimes particularly unsuccessful, poli- 
tical strikes in 1901-04 learned to organise the successful 
strike of October 1905. We say that the workers and peasants 
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Who are most downtrodden by the barracks have begun to 
rise in revolt. Hence the plain and obvious conclusion: we 
must explain to them how and for what purpose they should 
prepare for a successful uprising. 

The liberals take a different view. The soldiers are ‘‘driv- 
en” to “outbursts of desperate protest’, they say. To a lib- 
eral, an insurgent soldier is not the subject of the revolution, 
not the forerunner of the masses rising in revolt, but an 
object of governmental evil (‘‘driven to desperation”), serv- 
ing to demonstrate that evil. 

See how bad our government is—it drives the soldiers to 
desperation and then ‘suppresses them with bullets, says the 
liberal (the inference being: if we liberals were in power, 
there would be no soldiers’ mutinies). 

See how deeply and widely revolutionary energy is matur- 
ing among the masses—says the Social-Democrat-even the 
soldiers and sailors who are downtrodden by barrack drill 
are beginning to rise in revolt, and by rising badly they 
teach how to rise successfully. 

As you see, the liquidators have “interpreted’’ (in the 
senatorial sense of the word interpret) the revolutionary 
upsurge in Russia during the spring and the summer. 

After which they “interpreted” the programme of our 
Party. 

The Programme of the R.S.D.L.P. says: 


“The R.S.D.L.P. sets itself the immediate political task of overthrow- 
ing the tsarist autocracy and replacing it by a democratic republic, 
whose constitution would ensure: (1) the sovereignty of the people”... 
etc., and then comes a list of “liberties’’ and “rights”. 


One would think that this could not be misunderstood: 
the “immediate” task is the overthrow of the autocracy and 
its replacement by a republic, which would ensure liberties. 

The liquidators have revised all this. 


In their platform we read: “The Social-Democrats call on the 
people to fight for a democratic republic. ... 

“Striving for this aim, which the people will be able to achieve 
only as a result of revolution, the Social-Democrats in the present elec- 
tion campaign [listen to this!] call on the working masses to rally to 
the following current demands: (1) universal, etc., suffrage... in the 
elections to the Duma’’, etc. 
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Mr. Peshekhonov, a Socialist-Revolutionary liquidator, 
wrote in the autumn of 1906, when he was founding an ‘‘open 
party” (and almost succeeded in founding it, but the police 
stepped in and put him in quod!), that the republic was a 
“remote prospect”, that ‘the question of a republic requires 
extreme caution”, that the immediate demands now were 
reforms. 

But the Socialist-Revolutionary liquidator was naive, sim- 
ple, clumsy and blunt. Do the “European” opportunists ever 
act in that way? No. They are more cunning, more clever, 
more diplomatic. 

They do not renounce the slogan of a republic—what a 
libel! They only “interpret” it in a suitable fashion, being 
prompted by considerations obvious to every philistine. It 
is a moot point whether there will be a revolution or not, 
says the man in the street simply, and Trotsky repeats it in 
a scholarly fashion in Nasha Zarya (No. 5, p. 21). A republic 
“only as a result of revolution”, but tthe “current” issue “in 
the present election campaign” is constitutional reforms! 

Everything went off so smoothly: the republic is both 
recognised and ‘relegated to the distant future. Heaps of r-r- 
revolutionary words were spoken, but in reality the demands 
put forward “in the present election campaign” (the whole 
platform is written only for this present campaign!) as “cur- 
rent” are those for reforms. 

Yes, it was certainly great “masters of diplomacy” who 
were present at the liquidators’ conference. But what puny 
masters they are! While they may delight the group diplo- 
matists and mislead the simple-minded “‘conciliators”’, 'the 
Marxists will talk to them in a different strain. 

The philistine is satisfied with the undoubted, holy and 
empty truth that it is impossible to say in advance whether 
there will be a revolution or not. A Marxist is not satisfied 
with that; he says: our propaganda and the propaganda of 
all worker Social-Democrats is one of the factors determining 
whether there will. be a revolution or not. Hundreds of thou- 
sands of political strikers and the foremost men of various 
units of the armed forces ask us, our Party, what they should 
strive for, for the sake of what they should rise, what they 
should try to achieve, whether they should expand the 


PLATFORM OF REFORMISTS AND PLATFORM OF REVOLUTIONARY S.-D.s 213 


a 
upsurge that has begun into a revolution, or whether they 
should direct it towards a struggle for reforms. 

The revolutionary Social-Democrats have given their ans- 
wer to these questions, which are more interesting and im- 
portant than the philistine-Trotskyist attitude of uncertain- 
ty: will there be a revolution or not, who can tell? 

Our answer is—criticism of the utopia of constitutional 
reforms, explanation of the futility of the hopes placed in 
them, the utmost all-round promotion of the revolutionary 
upsurge, utilisation of the election campaign for this purpose. 
Whether or not there will be a revolution does not depend 
on us alone, But we shall do our work, and this work will 
never be in vain. It will sow the seeds of democracy and pro- 
letarian independence deep among 'the masses, and these 
seeds will certainly sprout and produce either a democratic 
revolution tomorrow, or a socialist revolution the day after. 

Those, however, who preach to the masses their vulgar, 
intellectualist, Bundist-Trotskyist scepticism—“we don’t know 
whether there will be a revolution or not, but the ‘current’ 
issue is reforms’—are already corrupting the masses, preach- 
ing liberal utopias to them. 

Instead of permeating the election campaign with the spir- 
it of the present, real, “actual’’ political situation, in which 
half a million workers are engaged in revolutionary strikes, 
and the foremost men in the muzhik armed forces are firing 
on their aristocrat officers—instead of this they dismiss from 
their would-be “European” (they are so European, so Euro- 
pean, are our liquidators!) “parliamentary” considerations 
this real situation (in which there is very little of the “Euro- 
pean”, but very much of the “Chinese”, that is to say, of the 
democratic-revolutionary), and having dismissed it by means 
of a few non-committal phrases, they declare the reformist 
election campaign to be the real thing. 

The Social-Democratic Party needs a platform for the 
elections to the Fourth Duma in order once more to explain 
to the masses—in connection with the elections, on the occa- 
sion of the elections and in debates on the elections—the 
need for, and the urgency and inevitability of, the revolution. 

They, the liquidators, need a platform ‘for’ the 
elections, i.e., a platform enabling them: politely to dismiss 
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considerations about a revolution as an uncertain eventuality 
and to declare the election campaign for a list of constitutional 
reforms to be the “real thing’. 

The Social-Democratic Party wants to use the elections in 
order again to drive home to the masses the idea of the need 
for revolution, and the fact of the revolutionary upswing 
which has begun. That is why the Social-Democratic Party, 
in its platform, says briefly and plainly to those voting in 
the elections to the Fourth Duma: not constitutional reforms, 
but a republic, not reformism, but revolution. 

The liquidators are using the elections to the Fourth Duma 
to preach constitutional reforms and weaken the idea of 
revolution. It is for this purpose and because of this that they 
depict soldiers’ revolts as “outbursts of desperate protest’ 
to which soldiers are “driven”, and not as the beginning of 
a mass uprising which will grow or subside according, among 
other things, to whether or not all the Social-Democratic 
workers of Russia at once begin to support it with all their 
might, with all their energy, with all their enthusiasm. 

It is for this purpose that the May strikes have been “‘inter- 
preted” from being revolutionary into being reformist. 

It is for this purpose that the Party programme has been 
“interpreted”, and instead of the “immediate” task of 
establishing a republic that will ensure liberties, it has 
been decreed to regard as current in the “present election 
campaign’-for the Fourth Duma, don’t laugh!-the 
demand for various liberties. 

How much that is old Chinese there is in Russian life! 
What an amount of old Chinese practices there is in our 
tsarism, and also in our liquidators, who wish to fit the 
“ceremonials” of parliamentary struggle and reformism into 
a setting which has the Purishkeviches and Treshchenkovs 
on top and revolutionary attempts of the masses below! How 
much that is old Chinese there is in these vain efforts of in- 
tellectuals to defend themselves against the Khvostovs and 
Makarovs by producing a letter of recommendation from 
MacDonald and Jaurés, from Bissolati and Bernstein, from 
Kolb and Frank! 

The diplomatic “reconciliation” of liquidationist views 
with those of the Party that was staged by Trotsky at the 
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liquidationist conference does not in reality “reconcile” any- 
thing at all. It does not remove the greatest political fact, 
which determines the entire social and political situation in 
present-day Russia. That fact is the struggle between the 
reformist and the revolutionary Social-Democratic platforms; 
it is the pronouncement of the bourgeoisie, as represented by 
its liberal party leaders, against the need for a new revolu- 
tion in Russia and in favour of purely constitutional “work”, 
in opposition to the revolutionary strike of hundreds of 
thousands of proletarians, which is a call to the masses to 
begin a real struggle for freedom. 

To make one bow to the reformists and another to the 
revolutionary Social-Democrats does not do away with this 
objective political fact, does not weaken its force and weight 
in the slightest degree. Good intentions to smooth over 
differences arising from this fact-even assuming that these 
intentions are indeed perfectly “‘good’’ and _ sincere—are 
powerless to alter the irreconcilably hostile political tendencies 
arising from the entire counter-revolutionary situation. 

The proletariat has risen with its revolutionary Social- 
Democratic banner, and on the eve of the Fourth, Black- 
Hundred, Duma, it will not lower it before the liberals, will 
not furl it to please the reformists, will not consent to blunt or 
tone down its platform for reasons of group diplomacy. 

The platform of revolutionary Social-Democracy versus the 
platform of reformism-—this was the watchword under which 
the May strikes took place. Under it, too, the R.S.D.L.P. is 
entering the elections to a landlord and priest Duma, and 
under it the Party will carry on its entire work in that Duma 
and among the masses. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 28-29, Vol. 18 
November 5 (18), 1912 


THE ILLEGAL PARTY AND LEGAL WORK 


The question of the illegal party and of legal work of 
the Social-Democrats in Russia is one of the cardinal Party 
questions. It has been the concern of the R.S.D.L.P. through- 
out the post-revolutionary period, and has given rise to the 
bitterest struggle within its ranks. 

The struggle over this issue has been going on chiefly 
between the liquidators and the anti-liquidators, and its bit- 
terness is due in full measure to the fact that it amounted to 
the question whether our old, illegal Party was to be or not 
to be. The Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. in December 1908 
emphatically condemned liquidationism and, in a special re- 
solution, clearly formulated the Party’s view on the organisa- 
tional question: the Party is made up of illegal Social-Demo- 
cratic nuclei, which 1 or themselves "strong- 
points for work among the masses” in the form of as wide 
alg ds mae @ natwork of various Tegel wowhers societies 
as_possible, 

Both the decision of the Plenary Meeting of the Central 
Committee in January 1910 and the All-Russia Conference 
in January 1912 fully confirmed this view of the Party. The 
thoroughly definite and stable character of this view is per- 
haps most clearly described in Comrade Plekhanov’s latest 
Dnevnik (No. 16, April 1912). We say “most clearly” because 
it was Plekhanov who at that time took a neutral stand (on 
the significance of the January Conference). And from his 
neutral standpoint, he fully confirmed this established Party 
view, saying that the so-called “initiating groups’’—which had 
broken away from the Party organisation or had deserted it 
or arisen independently of it-could not be considered as 
belonging-to the Party without a special decision taken by 
a congress or conference of the illegal nuclei. It is anarchism 
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in*regard to principle, and support for and legitimation of 
liquidationism in regard to practice, wrote Comrade Plekha- 
nov, to allow the “initiating groups” to decide for themselves 
whether they belong to the Party. 

It would seem that, in view of this last explanation by the 
neutral Plekhanov, the question which has been quite definite- 
ly decided by the Party on so many occasions should be 
regarded as finished with. But the resolution of the latest 
liquidationist conference makes us return to it in view of the 
fresh attempts to tangle what had been untangled and to 
obscure things that are clear. Nevsky Golos (No. 9), along 
with the most furious abuse of the anti-liquidators, declared 
that the new conference was not liquidationist. Yet the con- 
ference resolution on one of the most important issues, that 
of the illegal Party and legal work, shows most plainly that 
the conference was liquidationist through and through. 

It is necessary, therefore, to analyse the resolution in detail 
and to quote it in full for this purpose. 


I 


The resolution of the liquidators’ conference is headed 
“Organisational Forms of Party Building’, yet its very first 
clause reveals that it is not a question of “forms” of building, 
but of the kind of party—old or new-that they want to “build” 
in this case. Here is that first clause: 


“This Conference, having discussed the forms and methods of build- 
ing the Party, has reached the following conclusion: 

“I. The transformation of the Social-Democratic Party into a self- 
governing organisation of the Social-Democratic proletariat can be 
effected only insofar as the Social-Democratic organisation takes shape 
in the course of drawing the mass of the workers into open social and 
political activities in all their manifestations.” 


Thus the very first word used in the resolution on building 
the Party is an unqualified recognition of the necessity for a 
transformation of the Social-Democratic Party. This is strange, 
to say the least. To be sure, every member of the Party 
has a right to seek its “transformation”, but then the 
question has admittedly been, for four years already, whether 
the old Party should be recognised! Anyone knows that! 
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The Party resolution (December 1908) spoke in the clearest 
possible terms of condemning the liquidators, who wanted to 
“replace” the old Party by a new one. In April 1912 
Plekhanov asked point-blank the defenders of the “initiating 
groups” which planned to (and did) call a liquidationist con- 
ference: “Does our old Party exist or not?” (Dnevnik Sotsial- 
Demokrata No. 16, April 1912, p. 8). 

This question cannot be evaded. It is posed by a four 
years’ struggle. It fully expresses the gravity of the so-called 
Party “crisis”. 

When a question such as this is answered by saying: ‘the 
transtormation of the Social-Democratic Party ... can be 
effected only—", we see at once that it is a meaningless 
evasion and not an answer. 

None but members of the old Party may speak of trans- 
forming the Party. By evading the question whether there is 
an old Party or not, and decreeing without further ado (with 
non-Party “‘initiating groups’ co-operating) what you call a 
“transformation”, you do no more, gentlemen, than fully 
confirm that your standpoint is liquidationist! This becomes 
still more evident when the resolution, after the perfectly 
meaningless, declamatory phrase about a “self-governing 
organisation of the Social-Democratic proletariat’, reduces 
the issue to the proposition that the “transformation” “can 
be effected only insofar as the Social-Democratic organisation 
takes shape [we will not dwell on the ridiculous, inflated and 
stupid phraseology used] in the course of drawing the mass 
of the workers into open social and political activities’! 

What does that mean? Do the authors of this amazing reso- 
lution call strikes and demonstrations “drawing the masses 
into open”, etc., activities? Logic suggests that they do! In 
that case the resolution is sheer nonsense, for anyone knows 
very well that an “organisation takes shape’ even without 
strikes and demonstrations. The organisation, wise gentle- 
men, is always there, while the masses resort to open action 
only from time to time. 

By “open social and political activities” (the bureaucratic 
liberal style those people use—just like that of Russkiye 
Vedomosti® thirty years ago!) the liquidators mean the legal 


forms of the working-class movement, and not at all strikes, 
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demonstrations and Splendid. In that case, too, the 
resolution is nonsense, seni it is by no means “only” in 
the course of drawing the masses into the legal movement 
that in our country the organisation “takes shape’, and has 
taken shape. We have organisations in many places where no 
forms of legal movement are allowed. 

Thus the main clause of the resolution (the organisation 
takes shape “only insotar’’) is definitely worthless. It is noth- 
ing but a muddle. 

But there is an obvious liquidationist content to this mud- 
dle. A transformation is possible only in the course of draw- 
ing the masses into the legal movement-that is what the gib- 
berish of Clause 1 boils down to. And this is the sheerest 
liquidationism. 

For four years the Party has been saying: our organisation 
consists of dega _puclei surrounded By as“wide-nd_as rami- 
fied a network of legals As possible. 

For four years the liquidators have beef denying that they 
are liquidators, and for four years they have been asserting: 
a transformation can be effected only in the course of drawing 
the masses into the legal movement. They evade the question 
of what our Party consists of and what this old Party is like, 
doing it in exactly the way that suits the legalists. It is very 
much the same old story; in April 1912 Plekhanov asked: 
does our old Party exist or not? The liquidators’ conference 
replies: “A transformation can be effected only insofar as 
the masses are drawn into the legal movement”! 

This reply comes from the legalists, who have broken away 
from the Party and who yesterday were strong and goaded 
the Party, but today (having been defeated) are timid and 
defend themselves by eloquence. 


I 


Clause 2 of the resolution reads: 


“2. In view of the changed social and political conditions compared 
with the pre-revolutionary epoch, the illegal Party organisations already 
existing or coming into existence must adapt themselves to the new 
forms and methods of the open working-class movement.” 


220 v. I. LENIN 


Fine logic again. A change in social conditions necessitates 
only a change in the form of organisation, but the resolution 
in no way substantiates the direction of this change. 

Why does the resolution refer to “the changed social and 
political conditions’? Evidently to prove, substantiate and 
draw the practical conclusion: it is necessary for the illegal 
organisation to adapt itself to the legal movement. But the 
premise does not warrant this conclusion. ‘In view of the 
changed conditions”, the legal must adapt itself to the ille- 
gal-such a conclusion would be just as legitimate! 

Why this confusion of the liquidators? 

Because they are afraid to tell the truth and want to sit 
on two stools at once. 

The truth is that the liquidators stand for a liquidation- 
ist appraisal (made by Levitsky, Larin, Yezhov and others) 
of the “present situation’, for explaining how “social and 
political conditions have changed” is an appraisal of the 
present situation. 

But they are afraid to state that appraisal in plain terms. 
Indeed, the conference could not bring itself even to raise 
this question. Tacitly, stealthily, in a smuggling fashion, it 
upholds the view that there have come about (some kind of) 
changes which necessitate “‘adapting”’ the illegal to the 
legal. 

This is a view which in no way differs from the Cadet 
view, as the Social-Democratic Party press has repeatedly 
pointed out. The Cadets fully admit that their party “as a 
whole is compelled to remain illegal’ (see Clause 3 of the 
liquidators’ resolution) and that, in view of changed condi- 
tions, the illegal party must adapt itself to the legal move- 
ment. As far as the Cadets are concerned, this is enough. To 
them the prohibition of their party, its illegality, is an acci- 
dent, an “abnormality”, a survival, whereas the main, essen- 
tial and basic thing is their legal work. This view of theirs 
follows logically from the “appraisal of the situation” formu- 
lated by Mr. Gredeskul: what is needed ‘is not a new revo- 
lution, but only ‘constitutional work”. 

The illegality of the Cadet Party is an accident; it is an 
exception from the general rule of “constitutional work”. 
Hence the logical conclusion that the illegal organisation must 
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“ad&pt itself to the legal movement’. And that is how matters 
actually stand with the Cadets. 

But the Social-Democratic Party takes a different view. 
The main conclusion to be drawn from our appraisal—the 
Party appraisal—of the situation is that the revolution is nec” 


essary and is coming. The torms of the development leading 
to the revolution -“ changed, but the old tasks of the re- 
volution remain. Hence the conclusion: the forms of organ- 
is®fion_muyst—change_the for he “huclei a be 
flexible, t cir expansion will often occur rae es he expan- 
sidfnot-ofthie nuclei themselves, but of their Tegal “pert 
phery”, etc. All this has been stated many times in Party 
resolutions. 


But fits change in the forms of the illegal organisation is 
not at all covered by the formula: ‘“Adaptation” to the legal 
movement. It is something entirely different! Legal organisa- 
tions are strong-points for propagating the ideas of illegal 
nuclei among the masses. In other words, we change the 
form of exerting influence to ensure that our former in- 
fluence continues along illegal lines. 


In terms of -the form of the organisations, the illegal 
“adapts itself” to the legal, But in terms of the conten of 
the work of our Party, legal activity “adapts itself’ to illegal 
id@s. (Hence-1t may - ‘said In passing—the war which 
‘fevolutionary Menshevism” has been waging against the 
liquidators.) 

Now judge how profound our liquidators must be to have 
accepted the first premise (on the form of the work) and for- 
gotten the second (on the content of the work)!! And they 
have headed their piece of Cadet wisdom by an argument 
about the organisational forms of Party building that runs 
as follows: 


“We must build the Party in such a way as to reorganise [it) by 
drawing the masses into the legal movement and to adapt the illegal 
organisation to that movement.” 


The question arises: does this look like the answer of 
the Party? (To build the Party means strengthening and 
increasing the number of illegal nuclei, surrounding them by 
a network of legal strong-points.) 
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Or does it look like legalising a loophole for the liquidat- 
ors, since it repeats the ideas of the Cadets and the Popular 
Socialists? It was precisely these ideas that Mr. Peshekhonov, 
a Popular Socialist, was defending in August 1906, when he 
tried to found an “open party’-see Russkoye Bogatstvo, 
1906, No. 8, and Proletary No. 4, the article “Socialist- 
Revolutionary Mensheviks”’.* 


Il 


Clause 3 of the resolution reads: 


“3, The Social-Democratic Party even at the present time, when 
its organisation as a whole is forced to remain illegal, must 
endeavour to carry on various parts of its Party work openly and to 
establish appropriate bodies for this purpose.” 


We have already pointed out that this is a literally exact 
description of the Cadet Party, correct from the first to the 
last word. But the term “‘Social-Democratic” is out of place 
here. 

It is true that the Cadet Party “as a whole” is “forced” 
to remain illegal, and that “even” at the present time (when 
we have a constitution, thank God) they endeavour to carry 
on parts of their party work openly. 


The implicit premise which shows through every line of 
thigTiguidationist reso ution—is_it nition of “consti- 
tutional work” as the sole work or, at the Teast, as the chief, 
fundamental and lasting work. 


at is radically wrong. It is precisely a liberal labour 
policy outlook. 

The Social-Democratic Party is illegal both “as a whole’ 
and in its every nucleus, and—most important of all-in the 
entire content of its work, which is to propagate and pave 
the way for the revolution. Therefore the most open work 
of the most open nucleus of the Social-Democratic Party can- 
not be regarded as “openly conducted Party work”. 

For example, the most “open” nucleus of the R.S.D.L.P. 
in 1907-12 was the Social-Democratic Duma group. It was in 


* Vv. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 11, pp. 197-206.—Ed. 
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a pwsition to speak more “openly” than anyone else. It alone 
was legal, and could speak legally of a great many things. 

But not of everything! And not only, generally speaking, 
“not of everything’, but not, in particular, even of its own 
Party and its Party work—“not of everything” nor of the most 
important thing. That is why, even in respect of the Social- 
Democratic Duma group, we cannot accept Clause 3 of the 
liquidationist resolution, not to speak of the remaining 
“various parts” of the Party. 

The liquidators advocate an “open”, legal party. They are 
now afraid (the workers have made them afraid, and Trotsky 
advises them to be afraid) to say so plainly. They now say 
the same thing using little disguises. They say nothing about 
legalising the Party. But they advocate its legalisation by 
parts! 

The “initiating groups” of the legalists who have broken 
away are anti-Party, the neutral Plekhanov told the liquida- 
tors in April 1912. The “initiating groups” of the break-away 
legalists are precisely the open conduct of various parts of 
“Party work”, the liquidationist conference replies; they are 
precisely the “open movement’ to which the illegal Party 
must “adapt” ‘itself; they are the “open activities’, the 
“drawing” of the masses into which is the yardstick and 
guarantee of the necessary “transformation” of the Party. 

What simpletons the liquidators must have found if their 
story is true that these views were approved by the “anti- 
liquidators” brought by Trotsky! 


IV 


The last clause of the resolution reads: 


“4, Being unable, on account of the illegal conditions of its existence, 
to draw into its sphere large sections of the workers to whom its 
influence extends, the Social-Democratic organisation must link itself 
with the politically active sections of the proletariat and through 
them with the masses, by establishing various kinds of more or less 
developed legal or illegal political organisations and various kinds 
of legal cover (election committees, political societies founded under 
the law of March 4, municipal companies, societies for combating the 
high cost of living, and so on), as well as by co-ordinating its actions 
with non-political working-class organisations.” 
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Here, too, indisputable arguments about legal covers dis- 
guise what is not merely disputable but downright 
liquidationist. 

Establishing legal political organisations is precisely what 
Levitsky and N. R-kov advocated; it is legalisation of the 
Party part by part. 

For more than a year we have been telling the liquidators: 
stop talking and start founding your “legal political so- 
cieties’”, such as the “society for the defence of working-class 
interests’, and so on. Stop phrase-mongering and get down 
to work! 

But they cannot get down to work because it is impossible 
to realise a liberal utopia in present-day Russia. All they can 
do is to defend in this covert fashion their “initiating groups”, 
which are engaged in useful talk and mutual encourage- 
ment, in suggestions and considerations about “‘legal political 
organisations”. 

They defend their “initiating groups”, officially declaring 
in their resolution that the illegal organisations must “link 
themselves with the politically-active sections of the prole- 
tariat and through them with the masses’’!!! That is to say, 
it is outside the nuclei that the ‘‘politically-active”’ are to 
be found! Is this not a mere rewording of the well-known 
phrases and exclamations to the effect that all the active 
have fled from the “dead Party’ into the “initiating groups’? 

Trotsky and the liquidators expelled from the Party are 
putting more “mildly” what Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni 
said plainly in reviling the illegal Party: in their view, it is 
outside the narrow illegal Party that the most “active’’ are, 
and it is with these that one must “link oneself’’. We-the 
liquidators who have broken away-—are the active element; 
through us the “Party” must link itself with the masses. 

The Party has said in no uncertain terms: in leading the 
economic struggle, the Social-Democratic Party nuclei must 
co-operate with the trade unions, with the Social-Democratic 
nuclei in them, and with individual leaders of the trade 
union movement. Or, in the Duma election campaign, it is 
essential that the unions should march abreast of the Party. 
This is clear, precise and easy to understand. What the 
liquidators are advocating instead is a hazy “co-ordination” 
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ofthe Party’s work in general with the “non-political”, ie., 
non-Party, unions. 

P.B. Axelrod supplied Trotsky with liquidationist ideas. 
Trotsky advised Axelrod, after the latter's sad reverses in 
Nasha Zarya, to cover up those ideas with phrases that would 
muddle them up. 

Nobody will be deceived by this company. The liquidation- 
ist conference will teach the workers to look more closely 
into the meaning of evasive phraseology. That conference 
has nothing to give the workers apart from this lesson, 
which is bitter and uninteresting but not useless in bourgeois 
society. 

We have studied the ideas of liberal labour policy attired 
in Levitsky’s everyday clothes; it is not difficult to recognise 
them in Trotsky’s gaudy apparel as well. 

The Party’s views on the illegal organisation and its legal 
work stand out more and more impressively when compared 
with all that hypocritical masquerading. 


Sotsial-Demokrat No. 28-29, Vol. 18 
November 5 (18), 1912 


THE CRACOW CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P. 
CENTRAL COMMITTEE AND PARTY WORKERS” 


(Excerpts) 


NOTIFICATION 


A meeting of the C.C., R.S.D.L.P. and Party functionaries 
was held in February this year. The Central Committee suc- 
ceeded in securing the attendance of members of the illegal 
Party organisations of St. Petersburg (five persons), the Mos- 
cow Region (two), the South (two), the Urals and the Cau- 
casus. Elections from the local organisations could not be 
held, and the meeting was therefore not constituted a con- 
ference. Some of the members of the Central Committee were 
unable to attend because of police measures. 

Nearly all the participants in the meeting had been playing 
a prominent role in various legal workers’ societies and in 
the use of so-called “legal opportunities”. Thus the composi- 
tion of the meeting ensured an accurate picture of the whole 
of Party work in all the principal areas of Russia. 

The meeting held eleven sittings, and drafted resolutions 
on the following items of the agenda: (1) The revolutionary 
upswing, the strikes and the tasks of the Party. (2) Building 
the illegal Party organisation. (3) The Duma _ Social- 
Democratic group. (4) The Party press. (5) The insurance cam- 
paign.®8 (6) The attitude to liquidationism. The issue of unity. 
(7) The non-Russian Social-Democratic organisations. 

The resolutions were adopted unanimously, the only ex- 
ception being the abstention of one comrade on two clauses 
of the “insurance’’ resolution, and of another on particulars 
of the resolution on the non-Russians. 

Endorsed by the Central Committee, the resolutions of the 
meeting provide a summary of Party experience and a guiding 
line on all the major questions of Social-Democratic work in 
present-day Russia. 
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Taking systematic stock of the experience of 1912 is a 
most important task of the Social-Democrats, for that year 
saw a great, a historic change in Russia’s working-class 
movement. The point is not merely that decline and disinteg- 
ration are giving way to a revival. The working class has 
gone over to a massive offensive against the capitalists and 
the tsarist monarchy. The wave of economic and political 
strikes has surged so high that in this respect Russia is once 
more ahead of all the countries of the world, including the 
most developed of them. 

This fact will not, of course, make any class-conscious 
worker forget how very far ahead of us are the proletarians 
of the free countries in regard to organisation and class 
education of the masses. But this fact has proved that Rus- 
sia has entered a period of the growth of a new revolution. 

The working class is faced with the great task of bringing 
about the revolutionary awakening of all the democratic 
masses and of educating them in the struggle, of leading them 
to the powerful onslaught which must bring Russia freedom 
and a republic by destroying the Romanov monarchy. The 
fundamental task of the moment is to give the utmost sup- 
port to the open revolutionary struggle of the masses, to 
organise, extend, deepen and intensify it. Anyone who has 
failed to realise this task, who does not work in an illegal 
organisation, group or nucleus promoting the cause of the 
revolution, is not a Social-Democrat. 


* * * 


The revolutionary upswing of the proletariat in 1912 was 
the main cause of the universally recognised change in the 
mood of the democrats. Both in the elections to the Fourth 
Duma and in the matter of founding a legal working-class 
press that advocates at least the basic elements of Marxist 
theory, the Social-Democrats achieved important victories. 
The tsarist government was unable to prevent these achieve- 
ments solely because the open revolutionary struggle of the 
masses had altered the entire social and political situation. 
15° 
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While continuing its steadfast, persevering and systematic 
work of using absolutely all “legal opportunities’’—-ranging 
from the platform of the Black-Hundred Duma to a simple 
temperance society—the R.S.D.L.P. does not for one moment 
forget that only he is worthy of the lofty name of Party 
member who really carries on his entire work among the 
masses in the spirit of the Party decisions that were thought 
out and adopted from the standpoint of the growing revolu- 
tion and not of June Third “‘legality’’. Our task is not to 
succumb to the disorder and disintegration left over from the 
period of 1908-11, but to fight against them. Our job is not 
to swim with the stream of chaotic and unprincipled legal- 
ism, but to use every legal possibility for gradually grouping 
all live elements around the illegal Party. Our slogan is: no 
peace with those who misuse legalism to sow scepticism 
and indifference to the revolutionary struggle of the masses 
or even to hamper it outright. 

We cannot guarantee the realisation of our demands by 
reducing them, by curtailing our programme, or by adopting 
the tactics of attracting unenlightened people with the de- 
ceptive promise of easy constitutional reforms under Rus- 
sian tsarism. We can guarantee it only by educating the 
masses in the spirit of consistent democracy and awareness 
of the falsity of constitutional illusions. The guarantee lies 
in the revolutionary organisation of the foremost class, the 
proletariat, and in the great revolutionary enthusiasm of the 
masses. 

The period of rampant counter-revolution has left us a 
heritage of ideological disorder and disruption, organisational 
disintegration in many centres of the working-class movement, 
primitive methods and forced isolation from the Party on 
the part of some, and a scornful, or even malicious, attitude 
to the “underground” that preserves the behests of the re- 
volution and elaborates revolutionary tactics, on the part of 
others. The liquidators’ break-away from the Social- 
Democratic Party, their virtual isolation, and in some cases de- 
parture from Social-Democratic principles and disintegration 
of the non-Russian Social-Democratic organisations have all 
accentuated the demand for unity to the utmost degree. 
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Unity of the Social-Democratic proletariat is a necessary 
condition for its victories. 

Unity of the Social-Democratic proletariat is impossible 
without the unity of its Party, the R.S.D.L.P. 

And here we see at once that we cannot decide the question 
of unity without deciding-not merely in words but by deeds 
as well—the question of the need for an illegal Party. Anyone 
who speaks of unity and yet advocates an “open workers’ 
party” deceives himself and the workers. Anyone who speaks 
of unity, pretending that this question can be decided, cleared 
up, or at least raised, within the bounds of legality, deceives 
himself and the workers. 

What will solve the problem of unity is certainly not 
meaningless phrases about “unity” in the legal press, nor 
agreements with various “straggling” little groups of intel- 
lectuals, nor yet the diplomacy of negotiations abroad, but 
solely unity in the localities, the actual fusion of all worker 
members of the R.S.D.L.P. into an integral illegal organisa- 
tion. 

The workers have already started of their own accord, 
from below, on the solution of the problem of unity, the 
only solution that is serious and realistic. This meeting calls 
on all Social-Democrats to take the same path. 

Worker Social-Democrats everywhere are re-establishing 
integral illegal organisations of the R.S.D.L.P. in the form 
of factory nuclei and committees, district groups, town cen- 
tres, Social-Democratic groups in all kinds of legal institu- 
tions, etc. Let all who do not wish to doom themselves to 
the role of powerless individuals join these organisations, 
where the recognition of the illegal Party and support for 
the revolutionary struggle of the masses take place under 
the control of the workers themselves. 


* * * 


The period of disintegration is passing. The time has come 
to gather our forces. Let us, then, rally in the illegal organi- 
sations of the R.S.D.L.P. They do not close the door to any 
Social-Democrat who wishes to work in them, who wishes to 
help the organisation of the proletariat, its struggle against 
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capital, and the revolutionary onslaught against the tsarist 
monarchy that it has begun. 

A nation-wide political crisis is slowly but steadily ma- 
turing in Russia. The June Third system was the last attempt 
to rescue the tsar’s Black-Hundred monarchy, to renovate it 
by an alliance with the upper ranks of the bourgeoisie, and 
that attempt fell through. The new democratic forces are 
growing and gathering strength daily and hourly among 
Russia’s peasantry and town bourgeoisie. The number of 
proletarians in town and country is growing faster than ever, 
they are becoming more organised, more united, and more 
confident of their invincibility, and their confidence is 
strengthened by the experience of mass strikes. 

The R.S.D.L.P., in organising the foremost contingents of 
this proletariat into an integral whole, must lead it into 
revolutionary battle in the name of our old revolutionary 
demands. 


February 1913 
Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. 
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RESOLUTION: 
THE REVOLUTIONARY UPSWING, THE STRIKES, 
AND THE TASKS OF THE PARTY 


1. The outstanding fact in the history of the working-class 
movement and the Russian revolution in 1912 was the re- 
markable development of both the economic and the political 
strike movement of the proletariat. The number of political 
strikers reached one million. 

2. The character of the strike movement of 1912 deserves 
special attention. The workers in a number of cases put for- 
ward economic and political demands simultaneously; the 
period of economic strikes was succeeded by a period of 
political strikes and vice versa. The struggle against the 
capitalists for the gains of 1905 taken away by the counter- 
revolution, and the growing cost of living, aroused more 
and more sections of the workers, confronting them with 
political issues in the sharpest. form. All these forms of 
combination and intertwining of the economic and 
political struggle are a condition for and an earnest of the 
might of the movement, giving rise to revolutionary mass 
strikes. 

3. The beginning of outbursts of discontent and of revolts 
in the Navy and the Army, which marked the year 1912, 
was undoubtedly linked with the revolutionary mass strikes 
of the workers, and indicated the growing ferment and 
indignation among large sections of the democrats, in 
particular among the peasantry, who supply the bulk of the 
troops. 

4, All these facts, combined with the general swing to the 
left in the country, which had its effect on the elections to 
the Fourth Duma, despite the most shameless rigging of them 
by the Black-Hundred tsarist government, showed beyond all 
doubt that Russia had once more entered a period of open 
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revolutionary struggle by the masses. The new revolution, 
the beginning of which we are experiencing, is an inevitable 
result of the bankruptcy of the June Third policy of tsarism. 
This policy was unable to satisfy even the most compliant big 
bourgeoisie. The mass of the people has become still more 
enslaved, particularly in the case of the oppressed national- 
ities, and the peasantry has again been reduced to a state 
where millions upon millions are starving. 

5. Under these circumstances, revolutionary mass strikes 
are of exceptional importance also because they constitute 
one of the most effective means of overcoming the apathy, 
despair and disunity of the agricultural proletariat and the 
peasantry, rousing them to independent political activity 
and drawing them into the most concerted, simultaneous and 
extensive revolutionary actions. 

6. The Party organisations, in extending and intensifying 
their agitation for the immediate demands of the R.S.D.L.P.— 
a democratic republic, an eight-hour working day, and con- 
fiscation of all the landed estates for the benefit of the peas- 
antry—must make it one of the prime objects of their activity 
to give all-round support to revolutionary mass strikes, and 
to develop and organise all forms of revolutionary action by 
the masses. In particular, an essential current task is to or- 
ganise revolutionary street demonstrations both in combina- 
tion with political strikes and as independent actions. 

7. The fact that some capitalists resort to lock-outs (mass 
dismissals) against the strikers confronts the working class 
with new tasks. It is necessary to take careful account of 
the economic conditions of strikes in every area, every 
industry and every particular case, find new forms of strug- 
gle (such as stay-in strikes) to counteract the lock-outs, and 
replace political strikes by revolutionary meetings and revo- 
lutionary street demonstrations. 

8. Some legal press organs are carrying on general agi- 
tation against revolutionary mass strikes, irrespective of their 
appraisal of this or that strike. Besides the liberal press, 
such agitation is being carried on, for example, by the group 
of liquidators in the newspaper Luch,9 against the will of 
a substantial section of those workers who support the news- 
paper in one form or another. In view of this, the task of all 
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pro*Party worker Social-Democrats is: (1) to wage a deter- 
mined struggle against that group; (2) systematically and 
perseveringly to explain the harm of the above-mentioned 
agitation to all workers, irrespective of their leanings, and 
(3) to rally all proletarian forces for the furtherance of 
revolutionary agitation and revolutionary action by the 
masses, 


RESOLUTION: 
BUILDING THE ILLEGAL ORGANISATION 


1. In summing up the working-class movement and the 
Party’s work in 1912, this meeting finds that-the new wave 
of revolutionary actions by the masses that has begun has 
fully borne out the previous decisions of the R.S.D.L.P. (par- 
ticularly those of the January 1912 Conference) as regards 
building the Party. The course of the strike movement in 
1912, the Social-Democrats’ campaign in the elections to the 
Fourth Duma, the course of the insurance campaign, etc., 
have shown beyond doubt that the only correct type of or- 
ganisational structure in the present period is an illegal 
party as the sum total of Party nuclei surrounded by a net- 
work of legal and semi-legal workers’ associations. 

2. It is absolutely obligatory to adapt the organisational 
forms of illegal building to local conditions. A variety of 
forms of cover for illegal nuclei and the greatest possible 
flexibility in adapting forms of work to local and general 
living conditions guarantee the vitality of the illegal orga- 
nisation. 

3. The chief immediate task in the field of organisational 
work at the present time is to establish in all factories purely 
Party illegal committees consisting of the most active ele- 
ments among the workers. The tremendous upswing of the 
working-class movement creates conditions in which factory 
Party committees can be restored and the existing ones 
strengthened in the vast majority of localities. 

4. The meeting points out that it has now become essential 
in every centre to form a single leading organisation out of 
the disconnected local groups. 
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In St. Petersburg, for example, a leading City Committee, 
formed by combining the principle of election by district 
nuclei and the principle of co-option, has emerged as a type 
of city-wide organisation. 

This type of organisation makes it possible to establish a 
very close and direct connection between the leading body 
and the primary nuclei, and at the same time to create a 
small, mobile, particularly well disguised executive body, 
authorised to act at any moment on behalf of the entire 
organisation. The meeting recommends this type for other 
centres of the working-class movement as well, with such 
modifications as may be prompted by local and general 
living conditions. 

5. With a view to establishing close links between local 
organisations and the Central Committee, as well as to guid- 
ing and unifying Party work, this meeting deems it imperative 
to organise regional centres in the principal areas of the 
working-class movement. 

6. A system of authorised nominees is proposed as a most 
important practical factor in establishing a permanent living 
link between the Central Committee and local Social-Demo- 
cratic groups, as well as in devising flexible forms of direct- 
ing local work in the major centres of the working-class 
movement. Nominees should be recruited among workers in 
charge of local work. Only advanced workers can by them- 
selves strengthen and consolidate the central apparatus of 
the Party locally, and throughout Russia. 

7. This meeting expresses the wish that the Central Com- 
mittee should confer as frequently as possible with local 
Party functionaries active in various fields of Social- 
Democratic work. 

8. This meeting stresses the repeated Party decisions to 
the effect that the workers’ party cannot exist unless there 
are regular membership dues and contributions by workers. 
In the absence of such contributions, particularly in present 
conditions, the existence of a central (local or all-Russia) 
Party body, however modest, will be absolutely impossible. 

9. (Not to be published.) 
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RESOLUTION: 
THE ATTITUDE TO LIQUIDATIONISM, 
AND UNITY 


1. The Party's four years of struggle against liquidationism 
have proved the absolute correctness of the definition given 
by the December 1908 Party Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., 
which said: 

“an attempt on the part of a group of Party intellectuals 
to liquidate the existing organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. and 
to replace it at all costs, even at the price of downright re- 
nunciation of the programme, tactics and traditions of the 
Party, by a loose association functioning legally”. 

Consequently, the liquidators are condemned not for stress- 
ing the necessity of legal work, but for renouncing and 
destroying the illegal Party. 

The founding of the first Marxist workers’ daily newspaper 
in Russia and the election of none but Bolshevik deputies 
in the worker curia proved beyond all doubt that the Party 
was able to cope with legal activity, having pushed aside 
the liquidators. 

2. By withdrawing from the illegal Party and grouping 
themselves separately from the local organisations, the 
liquidators brought about a split, which they confirmed by 
setting up so-called initiating groups in a number of local- 
ities, above all in St. Petersburg. The January 1912 Con- 
ference of the R.S.D.L.P., which decided that the liquidationist 
group of contributors to Nasha Zarya and Dyelo Zhizni-a 
group forming the core of the initiating groups—had 
“definitely placed itself outside the Party’,* thereby merely 
registered the split effected by the liquidators. 

3. The August 1912 conference, which named itself a “con- 
ference of organisations of the R.S.D.L.P.”, proved in fact 
to be a liquidationist conference, since its principal and 
leading section was the literary group of liquidators which 
had broken away from the Party and was cut off from the 
mass of the Russian workers. 


* See p. 197 of this volume.—Ed. 
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4. The devotion of the overwhelming majority of the fore- 
most workers to the illegal Party compelled the August con- 
ference to make seeming concessions to Party principle and 
profess recognition of the illegal Party. In reality, however, 
all the resolutions of that conference are permeated through 
and through with liquidationism, and immediately after the 
conference Nasha Zarya and Luch, which announced its 
adherence to the August decisions, intensified their liquida- 
tionist propaganda— 

(a) for an open party; 

(b) against the underground; 

(c) against the Party Programme (defence of cultural na- 
tional autonomy, revision of the agrarian laws enacted by 
the Third Duma, shelving the slogan of a republic, and so 
on); 

(d) against revolutionary mass strikes; 

(e) for reformist, exclusively legalist tactics. 

Hence one of the Party's tasks is still to wage a deter- 
mined struggle against the liquidationist group of Nasha 
Zarya and Luch, and to make clear to the mass of the work- 
ers the great harm of the liquidators’ propaganda. 

5. The “unity’’ campaign launched by the liquidators in 
the legal press evades and obscures the main issue, that of 
joining the illegal Party and working in it; thus it misleads 
the workers, for this issue cannot even be raised in the legal 
press. In reality the liquidators still behave as splitters, 
which became only too obvious during the elections in St. 
Petersburg, for when the electors were divided into two 
equal groups, it was the liquidators who rejected the proposal 
for drawing lots, the only means of doing away with the 
disunity of the workers in the face of the bourgeois parties. 

6. Provided tthe illegal organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. is 
recognised and joined, the unity of worker Social-Democrats 
of all trends and shades is an absolute necessity dictated by 
all the interests of the working-class movement. 

Unification on these very principles has already been 
effected in the Narva district organisation of St. Petersburg 
and in a number of provincial organisations. 

7. This meeting most emphatically supports such unifica- 
tion and recommends that the same thing should immediately 
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be begun everywhere from below, in factory committees, dis- 
trict groups, etc., the worker comrades verifying whether 
the recognition of the illegal organisation and readiness to 
back the revolutionary struggle of the masses and revolu- 
tionary tactics are really put into effect. Only to the extent 
that this unity from below is actually established will the 
final unification of the Party and complete consolidation of 
unity on an all-Russia scale be accomplished. 


Published in February 1913 Vol. 18 
in a pamphlet 

issued by the C.C., 

R.S.D.L.P. 


TO THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 


We reprint in full the leading article of the latest issue 
of the St. Petersburg newspaper Luch (January 19, 1913, 
No. 15-101): 


“THE MASS OF THE WORKERS AND 
THE UNDERGROUND 


“The authorities have again refused to register the metalworkers’ 
union. Despite all the concessions which the workers were willing to 
make, the department found every single clause unacceptable. It makes 
no difference whether the force operating here was the association of 
factory-owners, which insisted, as the newspapers once reported, that 
the metalworkers should not be allowed to set up a new trade union, 
or whether the department itself decided to prevent the rise of such 
a union. The most progressive and most cultured section of the St. 
Petersburg workers is being deprived even of the miserable right they 
enjoyed under the provisional regulations on unions and associations! 
How much energy has been spent, how many lives have been lost 
in the struggle to win this bit of a right, which is now reduced to 
nought with a wave of the hand! 

“Strangest of all is the fact that the wide mass of the workers do 
not at all react to this disfranchisement. Indeed, as a result of the 
latest persecution of legal organisations, sympathy for the ‘under- 
ground’ is reviving and growing here and there among the workers. 
We are far from shutting our eyes to this fact, which we find deplor- 
able. But not being accustomed to worship spontaneity, we are trying 
to realise the meaning of this fact. 

“The present talk about the ‘underground’ is largely reminiscent 
of the old disputes-now thoroughly forgotten, it seems—about terror- 
ism. Terrorism, too, was ‘worshipped’ by many who wanted to mask 
their own worthlessness. It is well, they seemed to say, that there 
exist heroes; as for us, we’ll trail somehow behind them. The same 
thing is happening now. We are too lazy to think, to seek new paths, 
and we are waiting for the underground to decide for us, and then we 
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shak act at other people’s risk. If we succeed, well and good, and if 
not, we shall know who is to blame. 

“It is exactly this psychology—which, we admit, is rooted in our 
present political situation and is sufficiently explained by the heavy 
sacrifices already made for the sake of an open movement-this psycho- 
logy of irresponsibility, of a subconscious desire to prove one’s absence 
in the event of failure, that inspires certain sections of the mass of 
the workers with a resurgent respect for the underground. We say 
respect for the underground, not flight into it, because it is always 
single individuals alone who have actually been underground-the 
masses have nothing to do underground-and those individuals, who 
are accountable to no one, have had command over mass actions. 

“But, it is said, ‘legal opportunities’ have all been exhausted, result- 
ing in an almost complete destruction of the legal organisations. And 
it is this that is wrong, to say that all opportunities have been ex- 
hausted. Actually, the main opportunity, without which any victory 
of the working class is unthinkable, has been used very little so far. 
We have spoken of the masses’ methodical participation in upholding 
their organisations. What has been done so far has been done neither 
methodically enough nor with the masses participating in sufficient 
measure. Thousands of signatures put to a petition for freedom of asso- 
ciation are nothing compared with the hundreds of thousands of factory 
workers. The dozens and rarely hundreds of members of our trade 
union, educational and various other associations are but a drop in 
the bucket compared with the huge numbers of workers engaged in 
a given trade, living in a given district, and so on. And the fact is that 
those who take a real interest in unions and work in them are still 
fewer. 

“The masses, who assign the pick of the working-class intelligentsia 
the most dangerous posts in legal organisations, readily give up, and 
are willing to abandon the cause itself, when those foremost cham- 
pions have been snatched out of their ranks. Herein lies the root of 
the weakness of the working-class movement today, and it is here that 
there is a virgin field for stubborn and persevering Social-Democratic 
work.” 


It would be hard to imagine a more complete, more exact 
and more eloquent document shedding light on the vexed 
questions of our Social-Democratic Party than this article. 
The leading article in Luch No. 101 with remarkable ac- 
curacy summed up all the hundred issues of Luch and all the 
five years’ propaganda of the liquidators, P. B. Axelrod, 
F. Dan, V. Yezhov, Levitsky, Potresov, Martov, Martynov 
and others. 
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To comment on this leader in detail, one would have 
to write a whole volume repeating what Marxists of all 
trends have said against the liquidators in the press during 
1909-12. 

Let us only point out certain things. Sympathy for the 
underground is reviving and growing among the mass of the 
workers, and respect for it is resurgent. He who considers 
this fact deplorable is a liberal and not a Social-Democrat, a 
counter-revolutionary and not a democrat. Comparing the 
underground with terrorism is an unheard-of affront to re- 
volutionary work among the masses. Only the underground 
poses and solves problems of the growing revolution, direct- 
ing revolutionary Social-Democratic work and attracting the 
mass of the workers precisely by this work. 

The underground has been and is today drawn from the 
finest and most class-conscious of the foremost workers, 
those dearest to the masses. The link between the under- 
ground and the masses now can be, and often is, even broad- 
er and closer than before, chiefly owing to the greater 
class-consciousness of the masses, and in part also to “legal 
opportunities’. The talk of an open party is stupid and base, 
but as far as our Social-Democratic Party nuclei are 
concerned, “legal opportunities” for their work among the 
masses have by no means been exhausted, and cannot 
be “exhausted”. 

Is it possible that the leading article in Luch No. 101 will 
not rouse the ire of all Social-Democrats? Will there be even 
a single “trend” among the Social-Democrats tolerant of 
such propaganda? 

Can this summarising leading article fail to assist in 
settling the vexed question of the unity of the Social- 
Democratic Party? 

The diplomats of liquidationism have been completely 
exposed in Luch No. 101. They stand unmasked. From now 
on, only hypocrites can talk about unity with the liquida- 
tionist group of Luch and Nasha Zarya. 

It is time those Social-Democrats who so far have wavered 
for various reasons, who have given no explicit answer to the 
question under discussion, who have in an evasive form 
permitted “agreement” with Luch and sought to cloak their 
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solfjarity with Luch by talk about “unity’—-it is high time 
they stopped wavering and spoke out plainly. 

Unity with Luch is impossible, while unity against Luch is 
perfectly possible and urgently necessary. For the point at 
issue is unity of the “underground’’, of the illegal Social- 
Democratic Party, the R.S.D.L.P., and of its revolutionary 
work among the masses. 


Written on January 22 Vol. 18 
(February 4), 1913 


Hectographed in leaflet form at 
the end of January 1913 
in Cracow 


CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES 
AN OPEN PARTY AND THE MARXISTS 


I. THE DECISION OF 1908 


To many workers the struggle that is now going on be- 
tween Pravda!’ and Luch appears unnecessary and not very 
intelligible. Naturally, polemical articles in separate issues 
of the newspaper on separate, sometimes very special ques- 
tions, do not give a complete idea of the subject and content 
of the struggle. Hence the legitimate dissatisfaction of the 
workers. 

Yet the question of liquidationism, over which the struggle 
is now being waged, is at the present time one of the most 
important and most urgent questions of the working-class 
movement. One cannot be a class-conscious worker unless 
one studies the question in detail and forms a definite opinion 
on it. A worker who wishes to participate independently in 
deciding the destiny of his Party will not waive aside pole- 
mics, even if they are not quite intelligible at first sight, but 
will earnestly seek until he finds the truth. 

How is the truth to be sought? How can one find one’s 
way through the tangle of contradictory opinions and 
assertions? 

Every sensible person understands that if a bitter struggle 
is raging on any subject, in order to ascertain the truth, he 
must not confine himself to the statements made by the dis- 
putants, but must examine the facts and documents for him- 
self, see for himself whether there is any evidence to be 
had from witnesses and whether this evidence is reliable. 

This, of course, is not always easy to do. It is much 
“easier” to take for granted what comes to hand, what you 
happen to hear, what is more “openly” shouted about, and 
so on. But people who are satisfied with this are dubbed 
“shallow”, feather-brained people, and no one takes them 
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seriously. The truth about any important question cannot be 
found unless a certain amount of independent work is done, 
and anyone who is afraid of work cannot possibly arrive at 
the truth. 

Therefore, we address ourselves only to those workers 
who are not afraid of this work, who have decided to get to 
the bottom of the matter themselves, and try to discover 
tacts, documents, the evidence of witnesses. 

The first question that arises is—what is liquidationism? 
Where did this word come from, what does it mean? 

Luch says that the liquidation of the Party, i.e., the dis- 
solution, the break-up of the Party, the renunciation of the 
Party, is merely a wicked invention. The “‘factionalist’”’ 
Bolsheviks, it alleges, invented this charge against the 
Mensheviks! 

Pravda says that the whole Party has been condemning 
and fighting liquidationism for over four years. 

Who is right? How to discover the truth? 

Obviously, the only way is to seek for facts and documents 
of the Party’s history in the last four years, from 1908 to 
1912, when the liquidators finally split away from the Party. 

These four years, during which the present liquidators 
were still in the Party, constitute the most important period 
for discovering where the term liquidationism came from 
and how it arose. 

Hence, the first and basic conclusion: whoever talks of 
liquidationism, but avoids the facts and Party documents of 
the 1908-11 period, is hiding the truth from the workers. 

What are these facts and Party documents? 

First of all there is the Party decision adopted in December 
1908*. If the workers do not wish to be treated like children 
who are stuffed with fairy-tales and fables, they must ask 
their advisers, leaders or representatives, whether a Party 
decision was adopted on the question of liquidationism in 
December 1908 and what that decision was. 

The decision contains a condemnation of liquidationism and 
an explanation of what it is. 


* See p. 196 of this volume.—Ed. 
16° 
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Liquidationism is.‘’an attempt on the part of a group of 
Party intellectuals to liquidate fre dissolve, destroy, abolish, 
o replace it at all costs, even a Ownright re- 
funclation Of the programine, tactics, ms of the 
ing legally [ie tn conformity wi € law, existing 

See ee 


“Spenty“}> 
“Such was the Party’s decision on liquidationism, adopted 
more than four years ago. 

It is obvious from this decision what the essence of liqui- 


dationism is and why it is condemned. Its essence is the 
renunciation of the “underground”, its liquidafion and re- 


fhe need for it that the Party condemns. Ihe Party condemns— 
and unreservedly condemns—the replacement of fa old Part 
by something amorphous, “open”, something which cannot 
be called a party. 

The Party cannot exist unless it defends its existence, un- 
less it unreservedly fights those who want to liquidate it, 
destroy it, who do not recognise it, who renounce it. This is 
self-evident. 

Anyone who renounces the existing Party in the name of 
some new party must be told: try, build up a new party, 
but you cannot remain a member of the old, the present, the 
existing Party. Such is the meaning of the Party decision 
adopted in December 1908, and it is obvious that no other 
decision could have been taken on the question of the Party's 
existence. 

Of course, liquidationism is ideologically connected with 
renegacy, with the temunciation of the programme and tact- 
igS With opportunism, This 1s exactly what is indicated mm 
the concluding part of the above-quoted decision. But liqui- 
dationism is not only opportunism. The opportunists are 
leading the Party on to a wrong, bourgeois path, the path of 
a liberal-labour policy, but they do not renounce the Party 
itself, they do not liquidate it. [feats is that brand 
of opportunism which goes to the length of renouncing the 
oa Tf 1s self-evident tmar—the-Party cannot ast or as 
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members include those who do not recognise its existence. It 
is equally evident that the renunciation of the underground 
under existing conditions is renunciation of the old Party. 

The question is, what is the attitude of the liquidators 
towards this Party decision adopted in 1908? 

This is the crux of the matter, this puts the sincerity and 
political honesty of the liquidators to the test. 

Not one of them, unless he has taken leave of his senses, 
will deny that such a decision was adopted by the Party and 
has not been rescinded. 

And so the liquidators resort to evasions; they either avoid 
the question and withhold from the workers the Party’s deci- 
sion of 1908, or exclaim (often adding abuse) that this was 
a decision carried by the Bolsheviks. 

But abuse only betrays the weakness of the liquidators. 
There are Party decisions that have been carried by the Men- 
sheviks, for example, the decision concerning municipalisa- 
tion, adopted in Stockholm in 1906.19! This is common know- 
ledge. Many Bolsheviks do not agree with that decision. But 
not one of them denies that it is a Party decision. In exactly 
the same way the decision of 1908 concerning liquidationism 
is a Party decision. All attempts to sidestep this question only 
signify a desire to mislead the workers. 

Whoever wants to recognise the Party, not merely in 
words, will not permit any sidestepping, and will insist on 
getting at the truth concerning the Party’s decision on the 
question of liquidationism. This decision has been supported 
ever since 1909 by all the pro-Party Mensheviks, headed by 
Plekhanov who, in his Dnevnik and in a whole series of other 
Marxist publications, has repeatedly and quite definitely ex- 
plained that nobody who wants to liquidate the Party can be 
a member of the Party. 

Plekhanov was and will remain a Menshevik. Therefore, 
the liquidators’ usual references to the “Bolshevik” nature 
of the Party’s 1908 decision are doubly wrong. 

The more abuse the liquidators hurl at Plekhanov in Luch 
and Nasha Zarya, the clearer is the proof that the liquidators 
are in the wrong and that they are trying to obscure the truth 
by noise, shouting and squabbling. Sometimes a novice can 
be stunned at once by such methods, but for all that the 
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workers will find their bearings and will soon come to 
ignore this abuse. 

Is the unity of the workers necessary? It is. 

Is the unity of the workers possible without the unity of 
workers’ organisation? Obviously not. 

” What prevents the unity of the workers’ party? Disputes 
f over liquidationism. 

Therefore the workers must understand what these dis- 
putes are about in order that they themselves may decide the 
destiny of their Party and defend it. 

The first step in this direction is to acquaint themselves 
with the Party’s first decision on liquidationism. The workers 
must know this decision thoroughly and study it carefully, 
putting aside all attempts to evade the question or to side- 
track it. Having studied this decision, every worker will 
begin to understand the essence of liquidationism, why it is 
such an important and such a “vexed’’ question, why the 
Party has been faced with it during the four years and more 
of the period of reaction. 

In the next article we shall consider another important 
Party decision on liquidationism which was adopted about 
three and a half years ago, and then pass on to facts and 
documents that show how the question stands at present. 


II. THE DECISION OF 1910 


In our first article (Pravda No. 289) we quoted the first 
and basic document with which those workers who wish to 
discover the truth in the present disputes must make them- 
selves familiar, namely, the Party decision of December 1908 
on liquidationism. 

Now we shall quote and examine another, no less impor- 
tant Party decision on the same question adopted three and 
a half years ago, in January 1910.!°2 This decision is espe- 
cially important because it was carried unanimously; all the 
Bolsheviks, without exception, all the Vperyod group, and 
finally (this is most important) all the Mensheviks and the 
present liquidators without exception, and also all the “na- 
tional” (i.e, Jewish, Polish and Latvian) Marxists accepted 
this decision. 
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We quote here in full the most important passage in this 
decision: 


“The historical situation of the Social-Democratic movement in the 
period of bourgeois counter-revolution inevitably gives rise, as a mani- 
festation of bourgeois influence over the proletariat, on the one hand, 
to the renunciation of the illegal Social-Democratic Party, the belit- 
tling of its role and importance, attempts to curtail the programmatic 
and tactical tasks and slogans of consistent Social-Democracy, etc.; on 
the other hand, it gives rise te the renunciation of Social-Democratic 
activities in the Duma and of the utilisation of legal possibilities, to 
failure to understand the importance of both, to inability to adapt 
onsistent Social-Democratic tactics to the peculiar historical conditions 
of the given moment, etc. 

‘Tt is an integral part of Social-Democratic tactics under such 
conditions to overcome both deviations by broadening and deepening 
Social-Democratic work in all spheres of proletarian class struggle 
and to explain the danger of such deviations.” 


This decision clearly shows that three and a half years ago 
all the Marxists, as represented by all the trends without ex- 


tothe aston the working-class movement 


in th 

Moreover, this unanimous Party decision points to the class 
origin and significance of these deviations. For Marxists do 
not confine themselves to bare and hollow references to dis- 
ruption and disintegration. That a sense of confusion, lack of 
faith, despondency and perplexity reign in the minds of many 
adherents of democracy and socialism is obvious to all. It is 
not enough to admit this. It is necessary to understand the 
class origin of the discord and disintegration, to understand 
what class interests emanating from a  non-proletarian 
environment foster ‘‘confusion’” among the friends of the 
proletariat. 

And the Party decision adopted three and a half years ago 
gave an answer to this important question: the_devigtions 


from Marxi mare Vv pour eois counter- 
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proletariat to the influence of the bourgeoisie? One of these 
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deviations, connected with the Vperyod line and renouncing 
Social-Democratic activities in the Duma and the utilisation 
of legal possibilities, has almost completely disappeared. 
None of the Social-Democrats in Russia now preach these 
erroneous non-Marxian views. The Vperyod group (includ- 
ing Alexinsky and others) have begun to work in Pravda 
alongside the pro-Party Mensheviks. 

The other deviation indicated in the Party decision is liqui-* 
dationism. This is obvious from the reference to the “renun- 
ciation” of the underground and to the “belittling” of its role 
and importance. Finally, we have a very precise document, 
published three years ago and refuted by no one, a document 
emanating from all the “national’’ Marxists and from Trotsky 
(better witnesses the liquidators could not wish for). This 
document states directly that “it would be desirable intrinsi- 
cally to apply the term liquidationism to the trend which, as 
indicated in the resolution, has to be combated...’’ 18 

Thus, the fundamental and most important fact that must 
be known by everyone who wants to understand what the 
present controversy is about is the following-three and a 
half years ago the Party unanimously recognised liquidation- 
ism. to be a “dangerous” deviation from Marxism, a devia- 
tion which must be combated and which expresses “bourgeois 
influence over the proletariat’. 

The interests of the bourgeoisie, whose attitude is against 
democracy, and, generally speaking, counter-revolutionary, 
demand the liquidation, the dissolution of the old Party of the 
proletariat. The bourgeoisie are doing everything they can to 
spread and foster all ideas aimed at liquidating the party of 
the working class. The bourgeoisie are trying to encourage 
renunciation of the old tasks, to “dock” them, cut them back, 
prune them, sap them of meaning, to substitute conciliation 
or an agreement with the Purishkeviches and Co. for the 
determined destruction of the foundations of their power. 

Liquidationism is, in fact, the spreading of these bourgeois 
ideas of renunciation and renegacy among the proletariat. 

Such is the class significance of liquidationism as indicated 
i Par cision unanimously adopte d_a_half 
years ago. It is in this that the entire Party sees the greatest 
h3rm and the danger of liquidationism, its pernicious effect 


—— 
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on the working-class movement, on the consolidation of an 
independent (not merely in word but in deed) party of the 
working class. 

Liquidationism means not only the liquidation (i.e., the 
dissolution, the destruction) of the old party of the working 
class, it also means the destruction of the class independence 
of the proletariat, the corruption of its class-consciousness 
by bourgeois ideas. 

We shall give an illustration of this appraisal of liquida- 
tionism in the next article, which will set forth in full the 
most important arguments of the liquidationist Luch. Now 
let us sum up briefly what we have stated. The attempts of 
the Luch people in general, and of Messrs. F. Dan and Pot- 
resov in particular, to make it appear that “‘liquidationism” 
is an invention, are astonishingly mendacious subterfuges 
based on the assumption that the readers of Luch are com: 
pletely uninformed. Actually, apart from the Party decision 
of 1908, there is the unanimous Party decision of 1910, which 
gives a complete appraisal of liquidationism as a bourgeois 
deviation from the proletarian path, a deviation that is 
dangerous and disastrous to the working class. Only the 
enemies of the working class can conceal or evade this Party 
appraisal. 

4 


WI. THE ATTITUDE OF THE LIQUIDATORS 
TO THE DECISIONS OF 1908 AND 1910 


In the preceding article (Pravda No. 95 (299)}, we quoted 
the exact words of the unanimous Party decision on liquida- 
tionism, which define it as a manifestation of bourgeois in- 
fluence over the proletariat. 

As we have pointed out, this decision was adopted in 
January 1910. Let us now examine the behaviour of those 
liquidators who are brazenly assuring us that there is not, 
and never has been, any such thing as liquidationism. 

In February 1910, in No. 2 of the magazine Nasha Zarya, 
which had only just begun to appear at that time, Mr. Pot- 
resov wrote bluntly that ‘there is no party in the shape of an 
integral and organised hierarchy” (i.e., ladder, or system of 
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Institutions’) and that it was impossible to liquidate “what 
in reality no longer exists as an organised body”. (See Nasha 
Zarya, 1910, No. 2, p. 61.) 

This was stated a month or even less after the unanimous 
decision of the Party! 

And in March 1910, another liquidationist journal, namely 
Vozrozhdeniye, having the same set of contributors—Potresov, 
Dan, Martynov, Yezhov, Martov, Levitsky and Co.- 
stressed and gave a popular explanation of Mr. Potresov’s 
words: 


“There is nothing to liquidate and-we for our part [fi.e., the 
editors of Vozrozhdeniye) would add-the dream of re-establishing 
this hierarchy in its old, underground form is simply a harmful, reac- 
tionary utopia indicating a loss of political intuition by members of a 
party which at one time was the most realistic of all.” (Vozrozhdeniye, 
1910, No. 5, p. 51.) 


There is no party, and the idea of re-establishing it is a 
harmful utopia—these are clear and definite words. Here we 
have a plain and direct renunciation of the Party. The renun- 
ciation (and the invitation to the workers to renounce) came 
from people who had deserted the underground and were 
“longing for’ an open party. 

This desertion from the underground was, moreover, quite 
definitely and openly supported by P. B. Axelrod in 1912, 
both in Nevsky Golos (1912, No. 6) and in Nasha Zarya 
(1912, No. 6). 


“To talk about non-factionalism in the conditions now obtaining,” 
wrote P. B. Axelrod, “means behaving like an ostrich, means deceiv- 
ing oneself and others.” ‘‘Factional organisation and consolidation is 
the manifest responsibility and urgent duty of the supporters of Party 
reform, or to be more exact, of a revolution in the Party.” 


Thus P. B. Axelrod is openly in favour of a Party revolu- 
tion, i.e., the destruction of the old Party and the formation 
of a new one. 

In 1913, Luch No. 101, in an unsigned editorial stated 
plainly that “Sympathy for the underground is reviving and 
growing here and there among the workers” and that this 
was “a deplorable tact’. L. Sedov, the author of that 
article, admitted himself (Nasha Zarya, 1913, No. 3, p. 49) 
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that the article had “caused dissatisfaction”, even among the 
supporters of Luch tactics. L. Sedov’s explanations, further- 
more, were such as to cause renewed dissatisfaction on the 
part of a Luch supporter, namely An, who has an item in 
No. 181 of Luch, opposing Sedov. He protests against Sedov’s 
assumption that the “underground is an obstacle to the poli- 
tical organisation of our movement, to the building up of a 
workers’ Social-Democratic Party’. An ridicules L. Sedov for 
his “vagueness” as to whether the underground is desirable 
or not. 

In their long comment on the article the editors of Luch 
came out in favour of Sedov and stated An to be “mistaken 
in his criticism of L. Sedov”. 

We will examine the arguments of the Luch editors and 
the liquidationist mistakes of An himself in their proper 
place. That is not the point we are discussing here. What 
we must go into carefully at the moment is the fundamental 
and principal conclusion to be drawn from the documents 
quoted above.* 

The entire Party, both in 1908 and in 1910, condemned and 
rejected liquidationism, and explained the class origin and 
the danger of this trend clearly and in detail. All the liquida- 
tionist newspapers and journals—Vozrozhdeniye (1909-10), 
Nasha Zarya (1910-13), Nevsky. Golos (1912), and Luch 
(1912-13)**, all of them, after the most definite and even 


“In the symposium Marxism and Liquidationism, Lenin substi- 
tuted for this paragraph, up to the word “fundamental”, the following 
text (reproduced from the manuscript): 

‘In No. 8 of Zhivaya Zhizn (July 19, 1913), Vera Zasulich, repeating 
dozens of liquidationist arguments, wrote: ‘It is difficult to say wheth- 
er the new organisation [the Social-Democratic Party}... helped or 
hindered the work.’ Clearly, these words are tantamount to renuncia- 
tion of the Party. Vera Zasulich justifies desertion from the Party by 
saying: the organisations lost their members ‘because at that time 
there was nothing tc do in them’. Vera Zasulich is creating a purely 
anarchist theory about ‘a broad section’ instead of a party. See the 
detailed analysis of this theory in Prosveshcheniye No. 9, 1913. 

“What then constitutes the.. .’’-Ed. 

** The symposium Marxism and Liquidationism adds “and Novaya 
Rabochaya Gazeta (1913-14) with the following footnote: 

“See, for example, Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta No. 1, 1914, the New 

Year’s leading article: ‘The road to an open political party of action 
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unanimous decisions of the Party, reiterate thoughts and 
arguments of an obvious liquidationist nature. 

Even “Luch’ supporters are forced to declare that they dis- 
agree with these arguments, with this preaching. That is a 
fact. Therefore, to shout about the “baiting” of liquidators, 
as Trotsky, Semkovsky and many other patrons of liquida- 
tionism do, is downright dishonesty, for it is an absolute dis- 
tortion of the truth. 

The truth proved by the documents I have quoted, which 
cover a period of more than five years (1908-13), is that the 
liquidators, flouting all Party decisions, continue to abuse 
and bait the Party, i.e., the “underground”, 

Every worker who himself wants to examine seriously the 
controversial and vexed questions of the Party, who wants to 
decide these questions for himself, must first of all assimilate 
this truth, making an independent study and verification of 
these Party decisions and of the liquidator arguments. Only 
those who carefully study, ponder over and reach an inde- 
pendent decision on the problems and the fate of their Par- 
ty deserve to be called Party members and buildets of the 
workers’ party. One must not be indifferent to the question 
of whether it is the Party that is ‘guilty’ of “baiting” (ie., 
of too trenchant and mistaken attacks on) the liquidators or 
whether it is the liquidators who are guilty of flagrantly 
violating Party decisions, of persistently advocating the liqui- 
dation, i.e., the destruction of the Party. 

Clearly, the Party cannot exist unless it fights with might 
and main against those who seek to destroy it. 

Having quoted the documents on this fundamental ques- 
tion, we shall, in the next article, pass on to an appraisal of 
the ideological content of the plea for an “open party”. 


is also the road to party unity’ (to the unity of the builders of an open 
party?]. Or No. 5, 1914: ‘Surmounting [all the obstacles that are placed 
in the way of organising workers’ congresses] is nothing more nor less 
than a most genuine struggle for the right of association, i.e., for the 
legality of the working-class movement, closely connected with the 
struggle for the open existence of the Social-Democratic Labour 
Party.’ ”-Ed. 
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IV. THE CLASS SIGNIFICANCE OF LIQUIDATIONISM 


In the preceding articles (Pravda Nos. 289, 299 and 314) 
we showed that all the Marxists, both in 1908 and in 1910, 
irrevocably condemned liquidationism as renunciation of the 
past. The Marxists explained to the working class that liqui- 
dationism is the spreading of bourgeois influence among the 
proletariat. And all the liquidationist publications, from 1909 
up to 1913, have flagrantly violated the decisions of the 
Marxists. 

Let us consider the slogan, an “open workers’ party”, or 
“a struggle for an open party”, which the liquidators are still ¢- 
advocating in Luch and Nasha Zarya. 

Is this a Marxist, proletarian slogan, or a liberal, bourgeois 
slogan? 

The answer must be sought not in the attitude or plans of 
the liquidators or of other groups, but in an analysis of the 
relation of social forces in Russia in the present period. The 
significance of slogans is determined not by the intentions of 
their authors, but by the relation of forces of all the classes 
in the country. 

The feudal-minded landowners and their “bureaucracy” 
are hostile to all changes making for political liberty. This 
is understandable. The bourgeoisie, because of its economic 
position in a backward and semi-feudal country, must strive 
for freedom. But the bourgeoisie fears the activity of the peo- ~ 
ple more than it fears reaction. This truth was demonstrated 
with particular clarity in 1905; it is fully understood by the 
working class, but not by opportunist and semi-liberal 
intellectuals. 

- The bourgeoisie are both liberal and counter-revolutionary. 
Hence their ridiculously impotent and wretched reform- 
ism. They dream of reforms and fear to settle accounts in real 
earnest with the feudal-minded landowners who not only 
refuse to grant reforms, but even withdraw those already 
granted. They preach reforms and fear the popular move- 
ment. They strive to oust the landowners, but fear to lose 
their support and fear to lose their own privileges. It is upon 
this relation of classes that the June Third system has been 
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built up, which gives unlimited power to the feudal land- 
owners and privileges to the bourgeoisie. 

The class position of the proletari it altogether 
impossible for it to ” e zi Usgies or be afraid e 
“esa them. That is why selfishly narrow, miserable and 

ull-witted reformism is quite foreign to the proletariat. As 
to the peasant masses—on the one hand, they are immeasur- 
ably oppressed, and instead of enjoying privileges suffer 
from starvation; on the other hand, they are undoubtedly petty 
bourgeois—hence they inevitably vacillate between the liberals 
and the workers. 

Such is the objective situation. 


From <= situation it clearly —— that the slogan of an 
open working-class party is, in its class origin, a slogan of 
the ata liberals. If contains nothing save 
reformism; it does not contain even a hint that the proleta- 


riat, the only thoroughly democratic class, is conscious that 
its task is one of fighting the liberals for influence over dem- 
ocrats as a whole; there is not even a suggestion of remov- 
ing the foundation of all the privileges of the feudal-minded 
landowners, of the “bureaucracy”, etc.; there is not a thought 
of the general basis of political liberty or of a democratic 
constitution; instead, this slogan implies the tacit renunciation 
of the old, and consequently, renegacy and the dissolution 
(liquidation) of the workers’ party. 

In brief. In a period of counter-revolution this slogan 
spreads among the workers the advocacy of the very thing 
the liberal bourgeoisie are themselves practising. Therefore, 
had there been no liquidators, the clever bourgeois Progres- 
sists would have had to find, or hire, intellectuals to advocate 
this to the working class! 

Only the foolish people will seek to compare the words of 
the liquidators with their motives. Their words must be com- 
pared with the deeds and the objective position of the liberal 
bourgeoisie. 

Look at these deeds. In 1902, the bourgeoisie was in favour 
of the underground. It commissioned Struve to publish the 
underground Osvobozhdeniye.4 When the working-class 
movement led to October 17,1% the liberals and the Cadets 
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abandoned the underground, then repudiated it, and declared 
it to be useless, mad, sinful and godless (Vekhi).* Instead of 
the underground, the liberal bourgeoisie favoured a struggle 
for an open party. This is a historical fact, confirmed by the 
incessant attempts at legalisation made by the Cadets (1905- 
07) and the Progressists (1913). 

Among the Cadets we see “open work and its secret or- 
ganisation”; the kind-hearted, ie., unwitting, liquidator, 
A. Vlasov, has only retold the deeds of the Cadets “in his own 
words”, 

Why did the liberals renounce the underground and adopt 
the slogan of “a struggle for an open party’? Was it because 
Struve is a traitor? No, just the opposite. Struve went over 
to the other side because the entire bourgeoisie took a turn. 
And the bourgeoisie turned (1) because it obtained privileges 
on December 11, 1905,1°6 and even on June 3, 1907 obtained 
the status of a tolerated opposition; (2) because it was itself 
mortally afraid of the popular movement. The slogan of “a 
struggle for an open party”, translated from the language of 
“high politics’ into plain and intelligible language, means 
the following: 

“Landowners! Don’t imagine that we want to make life 
impossible for you. No, just move up a little and make room 
for us bourgeois {an open party], we shall defend you five 
times more “‘intelligently’, ingeniously, ‘scientifically’ than 
the Timoshkins and Sabler’s parsons did.’’107 

The petty-bourgeois Narodniks, in imitation of the Cadets, 
took up the slogan of “a struggle for an open party’. In 
August 1906, Messrs. Peshekhonov and Co. of Russkoye 
Bogatstvo renounced the underground, proclaimed the 
“struggle for an open party”, and cut the consistently de- 
mocratic “underground” slogans out of their programme. 

Thanks to their reformist chatter about a “broad and open 
party’, these philistines have been left, as all can see, without 


* In the symposium Marxism and Liquidationism, the word Vekhi 
is omitted and the following footnote is given: 

“There is a fine book, Vekhi, which has gone through numerous 
editions and contains an excellent compilation of these ideas of counter- 
revolutionary liberalism.”—Ed. 
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any party, without any contact with the masses, while the 
Cadets have even stopped thinking of such contacts. 


~~» Only in this way, only by analysing the position of the 


classes, by analysing the general history of the counter-revo- 
lution, is it possible to understand the nature of liquidation- 
ism. i liquidators are petty-bourgeois intellectuals, sent 
by t ourgeoisie to sow liberal corruption among the work- 
ers. The_liquidators are traitors fo Marxism and traitors to 
democracy. The slogan of “a struggle for an open party” in 
their case (as in the case of the liberals and the Narodniks) 
only serves to camouflage their renunciation of the past and 
their rupture with the working class. This is a fact that has 
been proved both by the elections in the worker curia for the 
Fourth Duma and by the history of the founding of the work- 
ers’ paper Pravda. It is obvious to all that contact with the 
masses has been maintained only by those who have not 
renounced the past and who know how to make use of “open 
work” and of all and sundry “possibilities’’ exclusively in 
the spirit of that past, and for the purpose of strengthening, 
consolidating and developing it. 

In the period of the June Third system it could not be 
otherwise. 

“Curtailment” of the programme and tactics by the liquida- 
tors (i.e., liberals) will be discussed in our next article. 


V. THE SLOGAN OF “STRUGGLE FOR AN OPEN PARTY” 


In the preceding article (Pravda No. 122) we examined the 
objective significance (i.e., the significance that is determined 
by the relations of classes) of the slogan ‘‘an open party” or 


“a struggle for an open party’. This slogan is a slavish_re- 
petition of the tactics of the bourgenisia, for whom Tt correctly 
expresses their renunciation of the revolution, or their 
co AEST attitude. 

[eras consider sone OF the attempts most frequently made 


by liquidators to defend the slogan of ‘a struggle for an open 
party”. Mayevsky, Sedov, Dan and all the Luch writers try 
to confuse the open party with open work or activity. Such 
confusion is downright sophistry, a trick, a deception of the 
reader. 
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In the first place, open Social-Democratic activity in the 
period 1904-13 is a fact. An open party is a phrase used by 
intellectuals to cover up renunciation of the Party. Secondly, 
the Party has repeatedly condemned liquidationism, i.e., the 
slogan of an open party. But the Party, far from condemning 
open activities, has, on the contrary, condemned those who 
neglected or renounced them. In the third place, from 1904 
to 1907, open activities were especially developed among all 
the Social-Democrats. But not a single trend, not a single 
faction of Social-Democracy at that time advanced the slogan 
of “a struggle for an open party”! 

This is a historical fact. Those who wish to understand 
liquidationism must give thought to this fact. 

Did the absence of the slogan ‘‘a struggle for an open par- 
ty’ hamper open activities in the 1904-07 period? Not in the 
least. 

Why did no such slogan arise among the Social-Democrats 
at that time? Precisely because at that time there was no 
raging counter-revolution to draw a section of the Social- 
Democrats into extreme opportunism. It would have been 
only too clear at the time that the slogan ‘‘a struggle for an 
open party” was an opportunist phrase, a renunciation of 
the “underground”, 

Gentlemen, try to grasp the meaning of this historical 
change. During the 1905 period, when open activities were 
splendidly developed, there was no slogan of “a struggle for 
an open party”; during the period of counter-revolution, 
when open activities are less developed, a section of the Social- 
Democrats (following the bourgeoisie) has taken up the slo- 
gan of renunciation of the “underground” and “a struggle for 
an open party”. 

Are the meaning and the class significance of this change 
still not clear? 

Finally, the fourth and most important circumstance. Two 
kinds of open activity, in two diametrically opposite direc- 
tions, are possible (and are to be seen)~one in defence of the 
old and entirely in the spirit of the old, on behalf of its slo- 
gans and tactics; and another against the old, on behalf of its 
renunciation, of belittling its role, its slogans, etc. 


17-846 
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The existence of these two kinds of open activity, hostile 
and irreconcilable in principle, is a most indisputable his- 
torical fact of the period from 1906 (the Cadets and Mr. 
Peshekhonov and Co.) to 1913 (Luch, Nasha Zarya). Can 
one restrain a smile when one hears a simpleton (or one who 
for a while plays the simpleton) asking: what is there to 
argue about if both sides carry on open activities. What 
argument, my dear sir, is about is whether these_activities 


should be carried 9 defey unde¢ 
in its spirit, or in belittlement of it, against it and not_in 
its Spin] The dispute is only—onlyl—about whether this 
particular open work is conducted in the liberal or in the 
consistently democratic spirit. The dispute is “‘only’’ about 
whether it is possible to confine oneself to open work-recall 
Mr. Liberal Struve who did not confine himself to it in 1902, 
but has wholly “confined himself” to it in the years 1906-13! 

Our Luch liquidators just cannot understand that the slo- 
gan “a struggle for an open party’’ means carrying into the 
midst of the workers liberal (Struve) ideas, decked out in the 
rags of ‘“‘near-Marxist” catchwords. 

Or take, for instance, the arguments of the Luch editors 
themselves, in their reply to An (No. 181): 


“The Social-Democratic Party is not limited to those few comrades 
whom the realities of life force to work underground. If the entire 
Party were limited to the underground, how many members would 
it have? Two to three hundred? And where would those thousands if 
not tens of thousands of workers be, who are actually bearing the 
brunt of all Social-Democratic work?” 


For any man who thinks, this argument alone is enough to 
identify its authors as liberals. First, they are telling a delib- 
erate untruth about the “underground”. It numbers far more 
than “hundreds”. Secondly, all over the world the number of 
Party members is “limited”, as compared with the number of 
workers who carry on Social-Democratic work. For example, 
in Germany there are only one million members in the 
Social-Democratic Party, yet the number of votes cast for the 
Social-Democrats is about five million, and the proletariat 
numbers about fifteen million. The proportion of Party 
members to the number of Social-Democrats is determined 
in various countries by the differences in their historical con- 
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ditions. Thirdly, we have nothing that could be a substitute 
for our “underground”. Thus, in opposing the Party, Luch 
refers to the non-Party workers, or those who are outside the 
Party. This is the usual method of the liberal who tries to 
separate the masses from their class-conscious vanguard. 
Luch does not understand the relation between Party and 
class, just as the Economists of 1895-1901 failed to understand 
it. Fourthly, so far our ‘“Social-Democratic work” is genuine 
Social-Democratic work only when it is conducted in the 
spirit of the old, under its slogans. 

The arguments of Luch are the arguments of liberal intel- 
lectuals, who, unwilling to join the actually existing Party or- 
ganisation, try to destroy that organisation by inciting the 
non-Party, scattered, unenlightened mass against it. The Ger- 
man liberals do the same when they say that the Social- 
Democrats do not represent the proletariat since their ‘Party’’ 
comprises ‘‘only” one-fifteenth of the proletariat! 

Take the even more common argument advanced by Luch: 
“we'’ are for an open party, “just as in Europe”. The liberals 
and the liquidators want a constitution and an open party “as 
in Europe” today, but they do not want the path by which 
Europe reached that today. 

Kossovsky, a liquidator and Bundist, teaches us in Luch 
to follow the example of the Austrians. But he forgets that 
the Austrians have had a constitution since 1867, and that 
they could not have had it without (1) the movement of 1848; 
(2) the profound political crisis of 1859-66, when the weak- 
ness of the working class allowed Bismarck and Co. to extri- 
cate themselves by means of the famous “revolution from 
above”. What then follows from the precepts of Kossovsky, 
Dan, Larin and all the Luch writers? Only that they are help- 
ing to solve our crisis in the spirit of ‘revolution from above” 
and in no other spirit! But such work of theirs is precisely 
the “work” of a Stolypin workers’ party: 

No matter where we look-—we see the liquidators renounc- 
ing both Marxism and democracy. 

In the next article we shall examine in detail their 
arguments on the need to tone down our Social-Democratic 
slogans. 
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VI 


We must now consider the toning down of Marxist slogans 
by the liquidators. For this purpose it would be best to take 
the decisions of their August Conference, but for obvious 
reasons these decisions can be analysed only in the press 
published abroad. Here we are obliged to quote Luch, issue 
No. 108 (194), which, in the article by L.S., gave a remarkably 
precise exposition of the whole essence, the whole spirit of 
liquidationism. 

Mr. L. S. writes as follows: 


“Deputy Muranov so far recognises only three partial demands, 
which, as is known, were the three pillars! of the election platform 
of the Leninists: the complete democratisation of the state system, an 
eight-hour day and the transfer of the land to the peasants. Pravda, 
too, continues to maintain this point of view. Yet we, as well as the 
whole of European Social-Democracy [read-“‘we, and also Milyukov, 
who assures us that, thank God, we have a constitution”), see in par- 
tial demands a method of agitation which may be crowned with 
success only if it takes into account the everyday struggle of the work- 
ing masses. We think that only things that, on the one hand, are of 
fundamental importance to the further development of the working- 
class movement, and on the other hand, may acquire urgency for the 
masses, should be advanced as the partial demand upon which the 
Social-Democrats should concentrate their attention at the present mo- 
ment. Of the three demands advanced by Pravda, only one-the eight- 
hour day-plays and can play a part in the everyday struggle of the 
workers. The other two demands may at the present moment serve as 
subjects for propaganda, but not for agitation. Concerning the differ- 
ence between propaganda and agitation, see the brilliant pages of 
G. V. Plekhanov’s pamphlet The Struggle Against Famine. [L. S. is 
knocking at the wrong door; it is ‘painful’ for him to recall 
Plekhanov’s controversy in 1899-1902 with the Economists whom he is 
copying!] 

“Apart from the eight-hour day, the demand for the right of asso- 
ciation, the right to form any kind of organisation, with the corres- 
ponding freedom of assembly and freedom of speech, both the oral 
and the printed word, is a partial demand advanced both by the 
requirements of the working-class movement and by the entire course 
of Russian life.” 


Here you have the tactics of the liquidators. What L.S. 
describes by the words “complete democratisation, etc.”, and 
what he calls the “transfer of the land to the peasants” are 
not, you see, of “urgency for the masses”, they are not ‘‘ad- 
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vanced by the requirements of the working-class movement” 
and “the entire course of Russian life’! How old these argu- 
ments are and how familiar they are to those who remember 
the history of Russian Marxist practice, its many years of 
struggle against the Economists, who renounced the tasks of 
democracy! With what talent Luch copies the views of Pro- 
kopovich and Kuskova, who in those days tried to entice the 
workers on to the liberal path! 

But let us examine the Luch arguments more closely. From 
the standpoint of common sense they are sheer madness, Can 
anyone in his right mind really affirm that the above- 
mentioned ‘‘peasant’’ demand (i.e., one designed to benefit the 
peasants) is not “urgent for the masses”, is not “advanced 
both by the requirements of the working-class movement and 
by the entire course of Russian life’? This is not only an 
untruth, it is an obvious absurdity. The entire history of 
nineteenth-century Russia, the entire “course of Russian life” 
produced that question, made it urgent, even most urgent; 
this has been reflected in the whole of the legislation of 
Russia. How could Luch arrive at such a monstrous untruth? 

It had to arrive at it, because Luch is in bondage to liberal 
policy, and the liberals are true to themselves when they 
reject (or, like Luch, put aside) the peasant demand. The 
liberal bourgeoisie does so, because its class position forces 
it to humour the landowners and to oppose the people's 
movement. 

Luch brings to the workers the ideas of the liberal Jand- 
owners and is guilty of treachery to the democratic peasantry. 

Further. Can it be that only the right of association is of 
“urgency”? What about inviolability of person? or the aboli- 
tion of despotism and tyranny, or universal, etc., suffrage, 
or a single chamber, etc.? Every literate worker, everyone 
who remembers the recent past, knows perfectly well that all 
this is urgent. In thousands of articles and speeches all the 
liberals acknowledge that all this is urgent. Why then did 
Luch declare urgent only one of these liberties, albeit one of 
the most important, while the fundamental conditions of poli- 
tical liberty, of democracy and of a constitutional system 
were struck out, put aside, relegated to the archives of “pro- 
paganda”, and excluded from agitation? 
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The reason, and the only reason-i§, that Luch does not ac- 
cept what is unacceptable te-the liberals. 

From the standpoint of urgency for the masses, the require- 
ments of the working-class movement and the course of Rus- 
sian life, there is no difference between the three demands 
of Muranov and of Pravda (or, to put it briefly, the demands 
of consistent Marxists). Working-class, peasant and general 
political demands are all of equal urgency for the masses, 
are equally brought to the forefront both by the requirements 
of the working-class movement and by “the entire course of 
Russian life’. All three demands are also alike because they 
are the partial demands dear to our worshipper of modera- 
tion and precision; they are “partial’’ compared with the 
final aims, but they are of a very high level compared, for 
example, with “Europe” in general. 

Why then does Luch accept the eight-hour day and reject 
the rest? Why did it decide on behalf of the workers that the 
eight-hour day does “play a part” in their everyday struggle, 
whereas the general political and peasant demands do not 
play such a part? The facts show, on the one hand, that the 
workers in their daily struggle advance both the general poli- 
tical and the peasant demands—and, on the other hand, that 
they often fight for more moderate reductions of the working 
day. 

What is the trouble, then? 

The trouble lies in the reformism of Luch, which, as usual, 
attributes its own liberal narrow-mindedness to the “masses”, 
to the “course of history”, etc. 


Reformism, in general, means pak on confine them- 
selves to agi T.-C I ich do not requir @ re- 
moval of the main foundations of the old ruling class, changes 
that are compdatiole Wit eservation of these founda- 
tions” The eight-hour day is compatible wi € preserva- 
tion of the power of capital. The Russian liberals, in order to 
attract the workers, are themselves prepared to endorse this 
demand (“as far as possible’). Those demands for which 
Luch does not want to “agitate” are incompatible with the 
preservation of the foundations of the pre-capitalist period, 


the period of serfdom. 
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Luch eliminates from agitation precisely what is not ac- 
ceptable to the liberals, who do not want to abolish the power 
of the landlords, but want only to share their power and 
privileges. Luch eliminates precisely what is incompatible 
with the point of view of reformism. 

That’s where the trouble lies! 

Neither Muranov, nor Pravda, nor any Marxi ejects_ 
partial demands, That is nonsense. Take insurance, for exam- 
ple. We reject the deception of the people by idle talk about 
partial demands, by reformism. We reject liberal retormism 
in present-day Russia as being utopian, self-seeking and false, 
as based on constitutional illusions and full of the spirit of 
servility to the landlords. That is the point which Luch tries 
to confuse and hide by phrases about ‘partial demands” in 
general, although it admits itself that neither Muranov nor 
Pravda rejects certain “partial demands”. 

Luch tones down the Marxist slogans, tries to fit them to 

| she narrow, reformist, liberal yardstick, and thus spreads 
bourgeois ideas among the workers. 


The struggle the Marxists are waging against the liquida- 
ois 1s not DUCAICENOMERSOH OT eerie the avanced 
workers are waging against the li eral _—bouragoisie OL 
influence over the masses of the people, for their political 
enlightenment and education. 


Pravda Nos. 85, 95, 110, 122, Vol. 19 
124 and 126 of April 12, 26, 
May 15, 29, 31 and June 2, 1913 


THE STRUGGLE FOR MARXISM 


Recently there has been a lively discussion in the newspa- 
pers about collections made by St. Petersburg workers for the 
working-class press. It must be admitted that a most detailed 
and serious discussion of this question is essential since it is 
one of tremendous importance from the point of view of 
political principles. 

How does the matter stand? The liquidators (Novaya Ra- 
bochaya Gazeta) insist on the equal division of funds col- 
lected. The Marxists (Severnaya Pravda) demand division 
according to the wishes of the workers who contribute their 
pence. The workers must themselves decide, by a discussion 
on the trend presented by each newspaper, for whom they 
have made their contributions. 

The resolution of twenty-two Vyborg supporters of the 
liquidators, the first document on the question, said simply 
(see Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta No. 2, August 9): “Take col- 
lections for the benefit of working-class newspapers on a 
parity basis.” Then the resolutions of some of the workers 
of the Nobel Works and the Putilov Works (ibid., Nos. 6, 8, 
9, 10) upheld and actually put into practice the division of 
collections into three equal parts—one part each for the 
Marxists, liquidators and Narodniks. The Novaya Rabochaya 
Gazeta editors tacitly approved and defended it in an article 
by G.R. (No. 9). 

Severnaya Pravda, on the contrary, showed that equal di- 
vision is an incorrect method and one that does not corres- 
pond to the aims and purposes of Marxism. 

Every class-conscious worker, we repeat, must study this 
question with care and quite independently. 
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What are the arguments in favour of equal division? Refe- 
rence is made to the “sacred slogan of Marxist workers— 
Workers of all countries, unite!”’ 

The question arises—does this slogan demand the alliance 
of Marxist workers, who are members, say, of a Marxist 
party, with those who support bourgeois parties? Any 
worker who gives this a little thought will agree that it does 
not. ; 

In all countries, even in the most advanced, there are 
workers who support bourgeois parties-they are for the 
Liberals in Britain, for the Radical-Socialists in France, for 
the Catholics, and the liberal ‘‘people’s” party in Germany, 
for the Reform (petty-bourgeois) Party in Italy, etc., including 
the petty-bourgeois P.S.P. (Polish Socialist Party) in neigh- 
bouring Poland. 

The great slogan calls upon workers to unite in a prole- 
tarian, independent, class party, and not one of the parties 
mentioned above is proletarian. 

Take the basic principle of our Narodniks. From the Na- 
rodnik point of view, the abolition of the private ownership 
of land and its equalitarian division is socialism or “‘sociali- 
sation”, but it is an erroneous and bourgeois point of view. 
Marx long ago showed that the more daring bourgeois eco- 
nomists can and do demand the abolition of private property 
in land. It is a bourgeois reform that extends capitalism's 
field of action. We support the peasants as bourgeois demo- 
crats in their struggle for land and freedom against the 
feudal-minded landowners. 

However, unity between a proletarian organisation of wage- 
workers and petty-bourgeois peasant democrats is a flagrant 
violation of the great Marxist slogan. Attempts at such unity 
would do great damage to the working-class movement and 
always end in an early collapse. 

The history of Russia (in the years 1905, 1906 and 1907) 
has demonstrated that there is not and cannot be any mass, 
class support for the Narodniks, except that of the Left-wing 
peasantry. 

The liquidators and the workers who follow them, there- 
fore, have retreated from Marxism, have left the class path 
and entered on the path of non-party unity between wage- 
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workers and a petty-bourgeois party. For it is, indeed, a non- 
party alliance when the worker is told: don’t try to find out 
which is the proletarian and which is the petty-bourgeois 
party, fork out equally for both!* 

The masses “cannot get at the root of things’, wrote G. R. 
in Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta No 9. That is precisely why 
we need an old, tried and tested Marxist newspaper to devel- 
op the political consciousness of the masses who “cannot get 
at the root of things”, to help them get at that root and under- 
stand it. 

The reference made by G.R. and similar writers who oppose 
organised, Marxist unity (but never raise the question of 
uniting the two parties!)-their reference to ‘‘masses who 
cannot get at the root of things” is nothing but the 
preaching of non-party tendencies, is a retreat from Marxism, 
is the underhanded pursuit of petty-bourgeois views and 
policies. 

By such a policy the liquidators justify their name, i.e., they 
are deserters from the Marxist organisation, its destroyers. 

Another argument (see G. R.’s article and the discussion 
by the editors of Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta in No. 6) is that 
collections taken in accordance with political trends would 
disrupt “unanimous opposition to the reactionaries’, who 
persecute workers’ newspapers. 


* The way in which some workers respond to the liquidators’ un- 
principled preaching may also be judged from the following resolution, 
published in Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta No. 21. 

“We find this decision (to divide collections equally between the 
three newspapers] to be necessary and the only just one; first, because 
all three newspapers are, as workers’ newspapers, equally subjected to 
penalties and persecution and, secondly, the overwhelming majority of 
workers, both here and in other parts of the country, have not yet 
gained a full understanding of the specifics of the various party trends 
and cannot with full knowledge attach themselves to any one of them, 
but are equally in sympathy with all of them.” 

The liquidators’ newspaper has never made an attempt to explain 
to its readers, has never given them an opportunity of finding out, 
whether a Narodnik newspaper may be considered a working-class 
newspaper, and whether it should be confused with a Marxist or even 
with a liquidators’ newspaper. Novaya Rabochaya Gazeta prefers to 
stick to the “elemental’’, to plod along behind those who do not under- 
stand, as long as it can be “a nuisance” to tne Marxists. 
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When a politically conscious worker has thought this over 
he will see that it is the old liberal argument about disrupt- 
ing “unanimity against reaction” by the separation of the 
democrats from the liberals. It is a bourgeois argument and 
is profoundly erroneous. 

The non-party masses ‘‘who cannot”, as G. R. asserts, “get 
at the root of things’, learn splendidly from examples. One 
who is still ignorant and not politically conscious, who can- 
not think or is too lazy to think and “get at the root of 
things” will wave his hand and say “I also protest, give them 
all an equal share’. But one who begins to think and ‘‘get 
at the root of things”, will also go to listen to a discussion 
on platforms, to the defence of the views of each trend, and, 
by listening to those who are more politically conscious, will 
himself gradually learn, and his indifference and his broad 
sympathy for all will change to a definite, thoughtful attitude 
to the newspapers. 

The liquidators have forgotten all these elementary truths 
that “every worker should know and remember”. They have 
proved by their plan to “divide equally” that they are cor- 
rectly regarded as the vehicle of the non-party spirit, as rene- 
gades from Marxism and advocates of the “bourgeois influence 
over the proletariat’ (see the unanimous decision of the 
Marxists, January 1910). 

The Marxist organisation unites politically-conscious 
workers by its common programme, common tactics, common 
decisions on the attitude to reaction, capitalists, bourgeois 
democrats (Narodniks), etc. All these common decisions— 
among others, the decisions of 1908, 1912 and 1913 on the 
absurdity and harmfulness of reformism-—are upheld and are 
persistently implemented by the Marxists. 

Discussions (talks, debates, disputes) about parties and 
about common tactics are essential; without them the masses 
are disunited; without them common decisions are impossi- 
ble and, therefore, unity of action is also impossible. Without 
them the Marxist organisation of those workers “who can 
get at the root of things” would disintegrate and the influence 
of the bourgeoisie on the unenlightened would thereby be 
facilitated. 
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In advocating collections in accordance with political 
trends, collections accompanied by a discussion on platforms, 
the best St. Petersburg workers are struggling for Marxism 
against the champions of a non-party spirit. 

We are confident that the workers will always and every- 
where bend all their efforts to uphold only the Marxist sys- 
tem of collections and discussions, which educate the masses. 


Severnaya Pravda No. 27, Vol. 19 
September 3, 1913 
Signed: V. Ilyin 


MARXISM AND REFORMISM 


Unlike the anarchists, the Marxists recognise struggle for 
reforms, i.e., for measures that improve the conditions of the 
working people without destroying the power of the ruling 
class. At the same time, however, the Marxists wage a most 
resolute struggle against the reformists, who, directly or indi- 
rectly, restrict the aims and activities of the working class 
to the winning of reforms. Reformism is bourgeois deception 
of the workers, who, despite individual improvements, will 
always remain wage-slaves, as long as there is the domina- 
tion of capital. 

The liberal bourgeoisie grant reforms with one hand, and 
| with the other always take them back, reduce them to 
nought, use them to enslave the workers, to divide them into 
separate groups and perpetuate wage-slavery. For that rea- 
son reformism, even when quite sincere, in practice becomes 
a weapon by means of which the bourgeoisie corrupt 
and weaken the workers. The experience of all countries 
shows that the workers who put their trust in the reform- 
ists are always fooled. 


And conversely, workers who have assimilated Marx’s 
theory, Le. realised_the inevitability_olwage-slavery so lon 
as capitalist rule remains, will not be fooled by any Our: 
geois reforms. Understanding that where capitalism conti- 
flues to exist reforms cannot be either enduring or far- 
reaching, the workers fight for better conditions and use them 
to intensify the fight against wage-slavery. The reformists try 
to divide and deceive the workers, to divert them from the 
class struggle by petty concessions. But the workers, having 


seen through the falsity of reformism, utilise reforms to 
develop and broaden their class struggle. 


270 v. I. LENIN 


The stronger reformist influence is among the workers the 
weaker they are, the greater their dependence on the bour- 
geoisie, and the easier it is for the bourgeoisie to nullify re- 
forms by various subterfuges. The i e 


working-class movement the deeper and broader its aims, 
and the freer it is reformist narrowness the easier it is 
for the workers to retain an ulise improvements. 

ere are reformists in all countries, for everywhere the 


bourgeoisie seek, in one way or another, to corrupt the work- 
ers and turn them into contented slaves who have given up 
all thought of doing away with slavery. In Russia, the reform- 
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ists are liquidators, who renounce our past and try to lull 
the workers with dreams af a new, open legal pail Recent- 
ly the St. Petersburg liquidators were force y Severnaya 


Pravda to defend themselves against the charge of reform- 
ism. Their arguments should be carefully analysed in order 
to clarify an extremely important question. 

We are not reformists, the St. Petersburg liquidators wrote, 
because we have not said that reforms are everything and 
the ultimate goal nothing; we have spoken of movement to 
the ultimate goal; we have spoken of advancing through the © 
struggle for reforms to the fulness of the aims set. 

Let us now see how this defence squares with the facts. 

First fact. The liquidator Sedov, summarising the state- 
ments of all the liquidators, wrote that of the Marxists’ “three 
pillars” two are no longer suitable for our agitation. Sedov 
retained the demand for an eight-hour day, which, theoret- 
ically, can be realised as a reform. He deleted, or relegated 
to the background the very things that go beyond reforms. 
Consequently, Sedov relapsed into downright opportunism, 
following the very policy expressed in the formula: the ulti- 
mate goal is nothing. When the “ultimate goal” (even in rela- 
tion to democracy) is pushed further and further away from 
our agitation, that is reformism. 

Second fact. The celebrated August Conference (last year’s) 
of the liquidators likewise pushed non-reformist demands 
further and further away—until some special occasion—instead 
of bringing them closer, into the heart of our agitation. 

Third fact. By denying and disparaging the “old” and dis- 
sociating themselves from it, the liquidators thereby confine 
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themselves to reformism. In the present situation, the con- 
nection between reformism and the renunciation of the “old” 
is obvious. 

Fourth fact. The workers’ economic movement evokes the 
wrath and attacks of the liquidators (who speak of “‘crazes”’, 
“milling the air’, etc., etc.) as soon as it adopts slogans that 
go beyond reformism. 

What is the result? In words Vie liquidelors reiect telazm 
ism as a pee but in practice they adhere to it all along 
ine, They assure on the one hand, that for 


arxists go beyond reformism, the liqui- 
them or voice their con . 
owever, developments in every sector of the working- 


class movement show that the Marxists, far from lagging 
ractical U f 
uma Ts 


behind, ar in the lead in makin 
vrelprma apd intigating tar . Lake the 
at the worker curia level—the speeches of our deputies inside 


and outside the Duma, the organisation of the workers’ press, 
the utilisation of the insurance reform; take the biggest union, 
the Metalworkers’ Union, etc.,-everywhere the Marxist 
workers are ahead of the liquidators, in the direct, imme- 
diate, “day-to-day” activity of agitation, organisation, fight- 
ing for reforms and using them. 

The Marxists are working tirelessly, not missing a single 
“possibility” of winning and using reforms, and not condemn- 
ing, but supporting, painstakingly developing every step 
beyond reformism in propaganda, agitation, mass economic 
struggle, etc. The liquidators, on the other hand, who have 
abandoned Marxism, by their attacks on the very existence of 
the Marxist body,!% by their destruction of Marxist discipline 
and advocacy of reformism and a liberal-labour policy, are 
only disorganising the working-class movement. 

Nor, moreover, should the fact be overlooked that in 
Russia reformism is manifested also in a peculiar form, in 
identifying the fundamental political situation in present- 
day Russia with that of present-day Europe. From the liber- 
al’s point of view this identification is legitimate, for the 
liberal believes and professes the view that “thank God, we 
have a Constitution”. The liberal expresses the interests of 
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the bourgeoisie when he insists that, after October 17, every 
step by democracy beyond reformism is madness, a crime, a 
sin, etc. 

But it is these bourgeois views that are applied in practice 
by our liquidators, who constantly and systematically ‘‘trans- 
plant’’ to Russia (on paper) the “open party” and the “strug- 
gle for a legal party’, etc. In other words, like the liberals, 
they preach the transplanting of the European constitution 
to Russia, without the specific path that in the West led to 
the adoption of constitutions and their consolidation over 
generations, in some cases even over centuries. What the 
liquidators and liberals want is to wash the hide without 
dipping it in water, as the saying goes. 

In Europe, reformism actually means abandoning Marxism 
and replacing it by bourgeois “social policy’. In Russia, the 
reformism of the liquidators means not only that, it means 
destroying the Marxist organisation and abandoning the 
democratic tasks of the working class, it means replacing 
them by a liberal-labour policy. 


Pravda Truda No. 2, Vol. 19 
September 12, 1913 
Signed: V. I. 


THE IDEOLOGICAL STRUGGLE 
IN THE WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT 


The profound ideological change that has taken place 
among the opposition, or progressive, sections of the people 
is an extremely important and distinctive feature of post- 
revolutionary Russia. To forget this distinctive feature is to 
prevent oneself from understanding the Russian revolution 
and its character, as well as the tasks of the working class 
in our time. 

The ideological change among the liberal bourgeoisie is 
expressed in the rise of an anti-democratic trend (Struve, 
Izgoyev and V. Maklakov openly, the rest of the Cadets 
secretly, “bashfully”). 

Among the democrats this change is expressed in the utter 
ideological confusion and vacillation that prevail among both 
the Social-Democrats (proletarian democrats) and the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries (bourgeois democrats). Even the best rep- 
resentatives of democracy confine themselves to bewailing 
this confusion, vacillation and backsliding. The Marxists, 
however, look for the class roots of this social phenomenon. 

The chief symptom of this breakdown is liquidationism, 
which as far back as 1908 was officially defined as “an at 
tempt by a certain part of the intelligentsia to liquidate” th 
underground, and to “replace” it by a legal workers 
party, a definition that was endorsed by “the entire Marxis 
body”. At the last official meeting of leading Marxists hel 
in January 1910,119 which was attended by representatives 
of all “trends” and groups, there was not a single person 
who protested against the condemnation of liquidationism as 
a manifestation of bourgeois influence on the proletariat. 
This condemnation, which was also an explanation of the 
class roots of liquidationism, was adopted unanimously. 
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Over four years have passed since then, and the vast ex- 
perience of the mass working-class movement has provided 
a thousand proofs that this appraisal of liquidationism is cor- 
rect, 

The facts have shown that, between them, the theory of 
Marxism and the practical experience of the mass working- 
class movement have killed liquidationism, which is a bour- 
geois and anti-workers’ trend. It is sufficient to recall how, in 
a single month, March 1914, Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta 
vilified the “illegal press” (issue of March 13), and demon- 
strations (Mr. Gorsky in the issue of April 11), and how Bul- 
kin, in perfect imitation of the liberals, vilified the “under- 
ground” (Nasha Zarya No. 3), how the notorious L. M., on 
behalf of the editors of Nasha Zarya, fully supported Bulkin 
on this point and argued the case for “building a legal work- 
ers’ party’~it is sufficient to recall all this to understand why 
the attitude of the class-conscious workers towards liquida- 
tionism cannot be anything else than that of ruthless con- 
demnation and complete boycott of the liquidators. 

But here a very important question crops up: How did this 
trend arise historically? 

It arose in the course of the twenty years’ history of Marx- 
ism’s ties with the mass working-class movement in Russia. 
Up to 1894-95 there were no such ties. The Emancipation 
of Labour group!!! only laid the theoretical foundations for 
the Social-Democratic movement and took the first step 
towards the working-class movement. 

It was only the propaganda of 1894-95 and the strikes of 
1895-96 that established firm and inseverable ties between 
Social-Democracy and the mass working-class movement. 
And immediately an ideological struggle commenced between 
the two trends of Marxism: the struggle between the Eco- 
nomists and the consistent Marxists or (later) Iskrists (1895- 
1902), the struggle between the Mensheviks and Bolsheviks 
(1903-08), and the struggle between the liquidators and the 
Marxists (1908-14). 

Economism and liquidationism are two different forms of 
the same petty-bourgeois, intellectualist opportunism that has 
existed for twenty years. That there is a personal as well as 
ideological connection between all these forms of opportunism 
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is an undoubted fact. It is sufficient to mention the name of 
the leader of the Economists, A. Martynov, who subse- 
quently became a Menshevik and is now a liquidator. It is 
sufficient to call a witness like G. V. Plekhanov, who, on very 
many points,* stood close to the Mensheviks, but neverthe- 
less openly admitted that the Mensheviks absorbed intellec- 
tualist opportunist elements into their ranks, and that the 
liquidators continued the errors of Economism and were 
disrupters of the workers’ party. 

People who (like the liquidators and Trotsky) ignore or 
falsify this twenty years’ history of the ideological struggle 
in the working-class movement do tremendous harm to the 
workers, 

A worker who takes an anythingarian attitude towards the 
history of his own movement cannot be considered class- 
conscious. Of all the capitalist countries, Russia is one of the 
most backward and most petty-bourgeois. That is why the 
mass working-class movement gave rise to a petty-bourgeois, 
opportunist wing in that movement, not by chance, but 
inevitably. 

The progress made during these twenty years in ridding 
the working-class movement of the influence of the bour- 
geoisie, of the influence of Economism and of liquidation- 
ism, has been tremendous. For the first time, a real, proleta- 
rian foundation for a real Marxist party is being securely 
laid. It is generally admitted, even the opponents of the Prav- 
dists are compelled to admit-the facts compel them to admit 
it!-that among class-conscious workers the Pravdists constitute 


*“ Why do we say “on very many points’? Because Plekhanov 
occupied a special position, and departed from Menshevism many 
times: (1) at the 1903 Congress Plekhanov fought the opportunism of 
the Mensheviks; (2) after the Congress Plekhanov edited Nos. 46-51 
of Iskra, also in opposition to the Mensheviks; (3) in 1904 Plekhanov 
defended Axelrod’s plan for a Zemstvo campaign'!!? in such a way 
that he passed over its chief mistakes in silence; (4) in the spring of 
1905 Plekhanov left the Mensheviks; (5) in 1906, after the dissolution 
of the First Duma, the stand Plekhanov took was not at all a Menshe- 
vik one (see Proletary, August 1906); (6) at the London Congress in 
1907-as Cherevanin relates—Plekhanov opposed the “organisational 
anarchism” of the Mensheviks. One must know these facts in order 
to understand why the Menshevik Plekhanov so long and so resolutely 
fought liquidationism and denounced it. 
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the overwhelming majority. What the Marxist “plenum” 
of January 1910 recognised theoretically (that liquidationism 
is “bourgeois influence on the proletariat’), the class-conscious 
workers have been putting into practice during the past four 
years; they have secured practical recognition of it by 
weakening the liquidators, by removing them from office, by 
reducing liquidationism to a group of legal, opportunist 
publicists standing outside the mass working-class movement. 

During the twenty-year-old conflict of ideas the working- 
class movement in Russia has been growing in scope and 
strength and steadily maturing. It has defeated Economism; 
the flower of the class-conscious proletariat have sided with 
the Iskrists. At every decisive stage in the revolution they 
have left the Mensheviks in the minority: even Levitsky 
himself has had to admit that the masses of the workers 
sided with the Bolsheviks. 

And, finally, it has now defeated liquidationism and, as 
a result, has taken the correct road of the broad struggle— 
illumined by Marxist theory and summed up in uncurtailed 
slogans—of the advanced class for the advanced historical 
aims of mankind. 


Put Pravdy No. 77, Vol. 20 
May 4, 1914 


TWO PATHS 


In an article which attracted the attention of the class- 
conscious workers, An, leader of the Caucasian liquidators, 
recently announced that he disagreed with Luch and its 
successors, disagreed with their opportunist tactics. 

This statement implies the break-up of the “August bloc”, 
a fact no subterfuges or tricks can refute. 

At present, however, we wish to draw the readers’ atten- 
tion to something else, namely, to An’s argument about Rus- 
sia’s two paths of development. He writes: 


“Luch bases its tactic on the possibility of reform, it aims at reform. 
Pravda bases its tactic on a ‘storm’, it aims af a break-up.” 


From this An draws the conclusion that the two tactics 
have to be united. This conclusion is wrong. It is not a Marx- 


ist conclusion. 


Let us examine the matter. 

By what is Russia’s path, the nature and speed of her 
development, determined? 

By the alignment of social forces, by the resultant of the 
class struggle. 

That is obvious. 

What social forces operate in Russia? What is the line of 
the class struggle? 

Russia is a capitalist country; she cannot but develop cap- 
italistically. Russia is now undergoing a bourgeois-democratic 
transformation, a release from the serf-owning system, 
emancipation. Under conditions of world capitalism Russia’s 
emancipation is inevitable. What we do not yet know is the 
resultant of the social forces that are working towards 
emancipation. These forces, in the main, are: 1) bourgeois 
monarchist liberalism (the capitalists and some of the landlords 
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of the Progressist, Cadet and partly Octobrist parties); 
2) the bourgeois democrats (the peasantry, urban petty bour- 
geois, intellectuals, and so on); 3) the proletariat. 

Each of these classes acts—we take only the action of the 
masses, of course-in line with the economic position of the 
given class. There can be only one resultant. 

In what sense, then, can we speak of Russia’s two paths? 
Only in the sense that, until the outcome of the struggle, we 
do not and shall not know this resultant, which will approach 
one of the two simplest and clearest lines visible at once to 
everybody. The first line is “reform”, the second a “storm”. 

Reform is the name given to changes which leave the power 
in the country in the hands of the old ruling class. Changes 
of the opposite order are called “storms”. The class interests 
of bourgeois liberalism demand only reforms, since the bour- 
geoisie is more afraid of “storms” than of reaction, and 
wishes to keep the old feudalist institutions (the bureauc- 
racy, two chambers, and so on) as protection against the 
workers. The peasantry in all countries of the world without 
exception, Russia included, vacillates, in the matter of 
bourgeois-democratic reform, between the bourgeoisie and 
the proletariat. Such vacillation is inevitable, since the 
peasants are opposed to the landlords and serfdom, while 
themselves being petty proprietors and petty bourgeois. 

As for the proletariat, its interests, which coincide with 
those of the vast majority of the population, of all the ex- 
ploited, move in a direction that is not reformist, along a 
path which is described in Russia as that of the “three 
pillars”. 

If the majority of the peasants and the population follow 
the liberals, the ‘‘path” will be the worst, the least advanta- 
geous to the workers and the exploited, and the most pain- 
ful to them. If the majority of the peasants and the popula- 
tion follow the workers, the reverse will be the case. One 
resultant or the other will be fully revealed only by the final 
outcome of the struggle. 

We now see the true implications of An’s vague and 
confused argument. He has sensed rather than understood the 
liquidators’ opportunism and their betrayal of the working 
class. 


Oo 
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The liquidators are reformists. They pursue, in effect, a 
liberal-labour, not a Marxist workers’ policy. They are trying 
to subordinate the workers to the bourgeoisie. 

The Pravdists are pursuing a Marxist and proletarian 
policy by defending the interests of the working class in the 
matter of transforming Russia. Do the Pravdists overlook 
the possibilities of reform? This question is easily answered 
by referring to the facts. Take insurance reform, which is 
something real, and not dreamt up. Everyone sees that the 
Pravdists seized on this ten times more strongly than the 
liquidators did: see Voprosy Strakhovania and the results 
of the elections to the All-Russia Insurance Board. 

Take the “partial demands” of the economic struggle dur- 
ing strikes. Everyone knows that the Pravdists are conduct- 
ing this real and not dreamt-up campaign a thousand times 
more intensely and energetically. 

If there were a group that denied the use of reforms and 
partial improvements, we could not join it, because that would 
be a non-Marxist policy, a policy harmful to the workers. 

Neither could we join the liquidators, because repudiation 
and abuse of the “underground”, repudiation and relegation 
of the two “pillars’’,1!3 the advocacy in present-day Russia 
of a struggle for a legal party and the possibility of political 
reforms-—all this is a betrayal of the working class, desertion 


to the bourgeoisie. 


The Pravdists, in the words of An, “aim at a storm and 
break-up” but, as the facts show, miss no opportunity, how- 
ever slight, of supporting real reforms and partial improve- 
ments and explaining to the masses the sham of reformism. 
This is the only correct, the only truly Marxist tactic, and 
that is why it has been adopted by the overwhelming majo- 
rity of the class-conscious workers throughout Russia (this 
has been proved by the facts, by the number of workers’ 
groups).114 

Only adherents of petty-bourgeois democracy, the Narod- 
niks and the liquidators, are vainly fighting against the 
workers, against Pravdism. 
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DISRUPTION OF UNITY UNDER COVER 
OF OUTCRIES FOR UNITY 


(Excerpts) 


The questions of the present-day working-class movement 
are in many respects vexed questions, particularly for repre- 
sentatives of that movement's recent past (ie., of the stage 
which historically has just drawn to a close). This applies 
primarily to the questions of so-called factionalism, splits, 
and so forth. One often hears intellectuals in the working- 
class movement making nervous, feverish and almost hysteri- 
cal appeals not to raise these vexed questions. Those who 
have experienced the long years of struggle between the 
various trends among Marxists since 1900-01, for example, 
may naturally think it superfluous to repeat many of the 
arguments on the subject of these vexed questions. 

But there are not many people left today who took part 
in the fourteen-year-old conflict among Marxists (not to 
speak of the eighteen- or nineteen-year-old conflict, counting 
from the moment the first symptoms of Economism appeared). 
The vast majority of the workers who now make up the 
ranks of the Marxists either do not remember the old con- 
flict, or have never heard of it. To the overwhelming majori- 
ty (as, incidentally, was shown by the opinion poll held by 
our journal), these vexed questions are a matter of exception- 
ally great interest. We therefore intend to deal with these 
questions, which have been raised as it were anew (and for 
the younger generation of the workers they are really new) 
by Trotsky’s “non-factional workers’ journal’, Borba. 


J. “FACTIONALISM” 


Trotsky calls his new journal “non-factional”. He puts 
this word in the top line in his advertisements; this word 
is stressed by him in every key, in the editorial articles of 
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Borba itself, as well as in the liquidationist Severnaya Ra- 
bochaya Gazeta, which carried an article on Borba by 
Trotsky before the latter began publication. 

What is this “non-factionalism’’? 

Trotsky’s ‘workers’ journal” is Trotsky’s journal for work- 
ers, as there is not a trace in it of either workers’ initiative, 
or any connection with working-class organisations. Desir- 
ing to write in a popular style, Trotsky, in his journal for 
workers, explains for the benefit of his readers the meaning 
of such foreign words as “territory”, ‘factor’, and so forth. 

Very good. But why not also explain to the workers the 
meaning of the word “‘non-factionalism”’? Is that word more 
intelligible than the words “territory” and “’factor’’? 

No, that is not the reason. The reason is that the label 
“non-factionalism” is used by the worst representatives of the 
worst remnants of factionalism to mislead the younger gene- 
ration of workers. It is worth while devoting a little time to 
explaining this. 

Group-division was the main distinguishing feature of the 
Social-Democratic Party during a definite historical period. 
Which period? From 1903 to 1911. 

To explain the nature of this group-division more clearly 
we must recall the concrete conditions that existed in, say, 
1906-07. At that time the Party was united, there was no split, 
but group-division existed, i.e., in the united Party there were 
virtually two groups, two virtually separate organisations. 
The local workers’ organisations were united, but on every 
important issue the two groups devised two sets of tactics. 
The advocates of the respective tactics disputed among them- 
selves in the united workers’ organisations (as was the case, 
for example, during the discussion of the slogan: a Duma, 
or Cadet, Ministry, in 1906, or during the elections of dele- 
gates to the London Congress in 1907), and questions were 
decided by a majority vote. One group was defeated at the 
Stockholm Unity Congress (1906), the other was defeated at 
the London Unity Congress (1907). 

These are commonly known facts in the history of orga- 
nised Marxism in Russia. 

It is sufficient to recall these commonly known facts to 
realise what glaring falsehoods Trotsky is spreading. 
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For over two years, since 1912, there has been no faction- 
alism among the organised Marxists in Russia, no disputes 
over tactics in united organisations, at united conferences and 
congresses. There is a complete break between the Party, 
which in January 1912 formally announced that the liquidat- 
ors do not belong to it, and the liquidators. Trotsky often 
calls this state of affairs a “split”, and we shall deal with 
this appellation separately later on. But it remains an un- 
doubted fact that the term “factionalism” deviates from the 
truth, 

As we have said, this term is a repetition, an uncritical, 
unreasonable, senseless repetition of what was true yester- 
day, ie., in the period that has already passed. When Trotsky 
talks to us about the “chaos of factional strife’ (see No. 1, 
pp. 5, 6, and many others) we realise at once which period 
of the past his words echo. 

Consider the present state of affairs from the viewpoint of 
the young Russian workers who now constitute nine-tenths 
of the organised Marxists in Russia. They see three mass 
expressions of the different views, or trends in the working- 
class movement: the Pravdists, gathered around a newspa- 
per with a circulation of 40,000; the liquidators (15,000 cir- 
culation) and the Left Narodniks!!5 (10,000 circulation). The 
circulation figures tell the reader about the mass character 
of a given tenet. 

The question arises: what has ‘‘chaos” got to do with it? 
Everybody knows that Trotsky is fond of high-sounding and 
empty phrases. But the catchword “chaos” is not only phrase- 
mongering; it signifies also the transplanting, or rather, a 
vain attempt to transplant, to Russian soil, in the present 
period, the relations that existed abroad in a bygone period. 
That is the whole point. 

There is no “chaos” whatever in the struggle between the 
Marxists and the Narodniks. That, we hope, not even Trotsky 
will dare to deny. The struggle between the Marxists and the 
Narodniks has been going on for over thirty years, ever 
since Marxism came into being. The cause of this struggle is 
the radical divergence of interests and viewpoints of two 
different classes, the proletariat and the peasantry. If there 
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is any “chaos” anywhere, it is only in the heads of cranks 
who fail to understand this. 

What, then, remains? “Chaos” in the struggle between the 
Marxists and the liquidators? That, too, is wrong, for a 
struggle against a trend, which the entire Party recognised 
as a trend and condemned as far back as 1908, cannot be 
called chaos. And everybody who has the least concern for 
the history of Marxism in Russia knows that liquidationism 
is most closely and inseverably connected, even as regards its 
leaders and supporters with Menshevism (1903-08) and Econ- 
omism (1894-1903). Consequently, here, too, we have a 
history extending over nearly twenty years. To regard the 
history of one’s own Party as “chaos” reveals an unpardon- 
able empty-headedness. 

Now let us examine the present situation from the point 
of view of Paris or Vienna. At once the whole picture changes. 
Besides the Pravdists and liquidators, we see no less than 
five Russian groups claiming membership of one and the 
same Social-Democratic Party: Trotsky’s group, two Vperyod 
groups, the “‘pro-Party Bolsheviks’! and the “pro-Party 
Mensheviks”’. All Marxists in Paris and in Vienna (for the 
purpose of illustration I take two of the largest centres) are 
perfectly well aware of this. 

Here Trotsky is right in a certain sense; this is indeed 

group-division, chaos indeed! 
_ Groups within the Party, i.e., nominal unity (all claim to 
belong to one Party) and actual disunity (for, in fact, all 
the groups are independent of one another and enter into 
negotiations and agreements with each other as sovereign 
powers). 

“Chaos”, i.e., the absence of (1) objective and verifiable 
proof that these groups are linked with the working-class 
movement in Russia and (2) absence of any data to enable us 
to judge the actual ideological and political physiognomy 
of these groups. Take a period of two full years—1912 and 
1913. As everybody knows, this was a period of the revival 
and upswing of the working-class movement, when every 
trend or tendency of a more or less mass character (and in 
politics this mass character alone counts) could not but 
exercise some influence on the Fourth Duma elections, the 
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strike movement, the legal newspapers, the trade unions, the 
insurance election campaign, and so on. Throughout those 
two years, not one of these five groups abroad asserted itself 
in the slightest degree in any of the activities of the mass 
working-class movement in Russia just enumerated! 

That is a fact that anybody can easily verify. 

And that fact proves that we were right in calling Trotsky 
a representative of the “worst remnants of factionalism”. 

Although he claims to be non-factional, Trotsky is known 
to everybody who is in the least familiar with the working- 
class movement in Russia as the representative of ‘‘Trotsky’s 
faction”. Here we have group-division, for we see two essen- 
tial symptoms of it: (1) nominal recognition of unity and 
(2) group segregation in fact. Here there are remnants of 
group-division, for there is no evidence whatever of any real 
connection with the mass working-class movement in Russia. 

And lastly, it is the worst form of group-division, for there 
is no ideological and political definiteness. It cannot be 
denied that this definiteness is characteristic of both the 
Pravdists (even our determined opponent L. Martov admits 
that we stand “solid and disciplined’ around universally 
known formal decisions on all questions) and the liquidators 
(they, or at all events the most prominent of them, have very 
definite features, namely, liberal, not Marxist). 

It cannot be denied that some of the groups which, like 
Trotsky’s, really exist exclusively from the Vienna-Paris, but 
by no means from the Russian, point of view, possess a degree 
of definiteness. For example, the Machist theories of the 
Machist Vperyod group are definite; the emphatic repudiation 
of these theories and defence of Marxism, in addition to the 
theoretical condemnation of liquidationism, by the “pro- 
Party Mensheviks”, are definite. 

Trotsky, however, possesses no ideological and political 
definiteness, for his patent for “‘non-factionalism”, as we 
shall soon see in greater detail, is merely a patent to flit 
freely to and fro, from one group to another. 

To sum up: 

1) Trotsky does not explain, nor does he understand, the 
historical significance of the ideological disagreements among 
the various Marxist trends and groups, although these 
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disagreements run through the twenty years’ history of 
Social-Democracy and concern the fundamental questions of 
the present day (as we shall show later on); 

2) Trotsky fails to understand that the main specific 
features of group-division are nominal recognition_of unity 
and actual disunity; 

3) Under cover of “non-factionalism” Trotsky is champion- 
ing the interests of a group abroad which particularly lacks 
definite principles and has no basis in the working-class 
movement in Russia. 

All that glitters is not gold. There is much glitter and 
sound in Trotsky’s phrases, but they are meaningless.... 


V. TROTSKY’S LIQUIDATIONIST VIEWS 


As to the substance of his own views, Trotsky contrived 
to say as little as possible in his new journal. Put Pravdy 
(No. 37) has already commented on the fact that Trotsky has 
not said a word either on the question of the “underground” 
or on the slogan of working for a legal party, etc. That, 
among other things, is why we say that when attempts are 
made to form a separate organisation which is to have no 
ideological and political physiognomy, it is the worst form 
of factionalism. 

Although Trotsky has refrained from openly expounding 
his views, quite a number of passages in his journal show 
what kind of ideas he has been trying to smuggle in. 

In the very first editorial article in the first issue of his 
journal, we read the following: 


“The pre-revolutionary Social-Democratic Party in our country 
was a workers’ party only in ideas and aims. Actually, it was an orga- 


nisation of the Marxist intelligentsia, which led the awakening work- 
ing class.” (5.) 


This is the old liberal and liquidationist tune, which is 
really the prelude to the repudiation of the Party. It is based 
on a distortion of the historical facts. The strikes of 1895-96 
had already given rise to a mass working-class movement, 
which both in ideas and organisation was linked with the 
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Social-Democratic movement. And in these strikes, in this 
economic and non-economic agitation, the “intelligentsia led 
the working class’ !? 

Or take the following exact statistics of political offences 
in the period of 1901-03 compared with the preceding period. 


Occupations of participants in the emancipation 
movement prosecuted for political offences 


(per cent) 
Liberal No definite 
, Agri- Industry professions occupation, 
Period Gulture and and and no 
commerce students occupation 
1884-90 7A 15.4 53.3 49.9 
4901-03 9.0 46.1 28.7 8.0 


We see that in the eighties, when there was as yet no 
Social-Democratic Party in Russia, and when the movement 
was “Narodnik”, the intelligentsia predominated, accounting 
for over half the participants. 

But the picture underwent a complete change in 1901-03, 
when the Social-Democratic Party already existed, and when 
the old Iskra was conducting its work. The intelligentsia were 
now a minority among the participants of the movement; the 
workers (“industry and commerce’) were far more numerous 
than the intelligentsia, and the workers and peasants together 
constituted more than half the total. 

It was precisely in the conflict of trends within the Marx- 
ist movement that the petty-bourgeois intellectualist wing 
of the Social-Democracy made itself felt, beginning with 
Economism (1895-1903) and continuing with Menshevism 
(1903-08) and liquidationism (1908-14). Trotsky repeats the 
liquidationist slander against the Party and is afraid to men- 
tion the history of the twenty years’ conflict of trends within 
the Party. 

Here is another example. 


“In its attitude towards parliamentarism Russian Social-Democracy 
passed through the same three stages... [as in other countries}... first 


@MISRUPTION OF UNITY UNDER COVER OF OUTCRIES FOR UNITY 287 


‘boycottism’... then the acceptance in principle of parliamentary 
tactics, but ... (that magnificent “but”, the “but’’ which Shchedrin 
translated as: The ears never grow higher than the forehead, never!]... 
for purely agitational purposes... and lastly, the presentation from 
the Duma rostrum ... of current demands....” (No. 1, p. 34.) 


This, too, is a liquidationist distortion of history. The dis- 
tinction between the second and third stages was invented 
in order to smuggle in a defence of reformism and opportun- 
ism. Boycottism as a stage in “the attitude of Social- 
Democracy towards parliamentarism’’ never existed either in 
Europe (where anarchism has existed and continues to exist) or 
in Russia, where the boycott of the Bulygin Duma, for 
example, applied only to a definite institution, was never 
linked with “parliamentarism”’, and was engendered by the 
peculiar nature of the struggle between liberalism and Marx- 
ism for the continuation of the onslaught. Trotsky does not 
breathe a word about the way this struggle affected the con- 
flict between the two trends in Marxism! 

When dealing with history, one must explain concrete 
questions and the class roots of the different trends; anybody 
who wants to make a Marxist study of the struggle of classes 
and trends over the question of participation in the Bulygin 
Duma, will see therein the roots of the liberal-labour policy. 
But Trotsky “deals with’ history only in order to evade 
concrete questions and to invent a justification, or a sem- 
blance of justification, for the present-day opportunists! 


“Actually, all trends,” he writes, “employ the same methods of 
struggle and organisation.” ‘The outcries about the liberal danger in 
our working-class movement are simply a crude and sectarian travesty 
of reality.” (No. 1, pp. 5 and 35.) 


This is a very clear and very vehement defence of the 
liquidators. But we will take the liberty of quoting at least 
one small fact, one of the very latest. Trotsky merely slings 
words about: we should like the workers themselves to 
ponder over the facts. 

It is a fact that Severnaya Rabochaya Gazeta for March 13 
wrote the following: 


“Instead of emphasising the definite and concrete task that con- 
tronts the working class, viz., to compel the Duma to throw out the bill 
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{on the press], a vague formula is proposed of fighting for the ‘un- 
curtailed slogans’, and at the same time the illegal press is widely ad- 
vertised, which can only lead to the relaxation of the workers’ struggle 
for their legal press.” 


This is a clear, precise and documentary defence of the 
liquidationist policy and a criticism of the Pravda policy. 
Well, will any literate person say that both trends employ 
“the same methods of struggle and organisation” on this 
question? Will any literate person say that the liquidators 
are not pursuing a liberal-labour policy on this question, that 
the liberal menace to the working-class movement is purely 
imaginary? 

The reason why Trotsky avoids facts and concrete refer- 
ences is because they relentlessly refute all his angry outcries 
and pompous phrases. It is very easy, of course, to strike an 
attitude and say: “a crude and sectarian travesty”. Or to add 
a still more stinging and pompous catch-phrase, such as 
“emancipation from conservative factionalism”’. 

But is this not very cheap? Is not this weapon borrowed 
from the arsenal of the period when Trotsky posed in all his 
splendour before audiences of high-school boys? 

Nevertheless, the “advanced workers”, with whom Trotsky 
is so angry, would like to be told plainly and clearly: Do you 
or do you not approve of the “method of struggle and orga- 
nisation” that is definitely expressed in the above-quoted 
appraisal of a definite political campaign? If you do, then 
you are pursuing a liberal-labour policy, betraying Marxism 
and the Party; to talk of “peace” or of “unity” with such a 
policy, with groups which pursue such a policy, means de- 
ceiving yourself and others. 

If not, then say so plainly. Phrases will not astonish, 
satisfy or intimidate the present-day workers. 

Incidentally, the policy advocated by the liquidators in the 
above-quoted passage is a foolish one even from the liberal 
point of view, for the passage of a bill in the Duma depends 
on “Zemstvo-Octobrists” of the type of Bennigsen, who has 
already shown his hand in the committee. 
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The old participants in the Marxist movement in Russia 
know Trotsky very well, and there is no need to discuss him 
for their benefit. But the younger generation of workers 
do not know him, and it is therefore necessary to discuss 
him, for he is typical of all the five groups abroad, which 
in fact, are also vacillating between the liquidators and 
the Party. 

In the days of the old Iskra (1901-03), these waverers, who 
flitted from the Economists to the Iskrists and back again, 
were dubbed ‘‘Tushino turncoats” (the name given in the 
Troublous Times in Rus to fighting men who went over from 
one camp to another).117 

When we speak of liquidationism we speak of a definite 
ideological trend, which grew up in the course of many years, 
stems from Menshevism and Economism in the twenty years’ 
history of Marxism, and is connected with the policy and 
ideology of a definite class—the liberal bourgeoisie. 

The only ground the ‘‘Tushino turncoats” have for claim- 
ing that they stand above groups is that they “borrow” their 
ideas from one group one day and from another the next day. 
Trotsky was an ardent Iskrist in 1901-03, and Ryazanov 
described his role at the Congress of 1903 as “‘Lenin’s cud- 
gel’. At the end of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Menshevik, 
i.e., he deserted from the Iskrists to the Economists. He said 
that “between the old Iskra and the new lies a gulf’. In 
1904-05, he deserted the Mensheviks and occupied a vacil- 
lating position, now co-operating with Martynov (the Eco- 
nomist), now proclaiming his absurdly Left “permanent revo- 
lution” theory. In 1906-07, he approached the Bolsheviks, 
and in the spring of 1907 he declared that he was in agree- 
ment with Rosa Luxemburg. 

In the period of disintegration, after long ‘“non-factional” 
vacillation, he again went to the right, and in August 1912, 
he entered into a bloc with the liquidators. He has now 
deserted them again, although in substance he reiterates their 
shoddy ideas. 

Such types are characteristic of the flotsam of past histor- 
ical formations, of the time when the mass working-class 
movement in Russia was still dormant, and when every group 
had “ample room” in which to pose as a trend, group or 
19-846 
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faction, in short, as a ‘power’, negotiating amalgamation 
with others. 

The younger generation of workers should know exactly 
whom they are dealing with, when individuals come before 
them with incredibly pretentious claims, unwilling absolutely 
to reckon with either the Party decisions, which since 1908 
have defined and established our attitude towards liquida- 
tionism, or with the experience of the present-day working- 
class movement in Russia, which has actually brought about 
the unity of the majority on the basis of full recognition of 
the aforesaid decisions. 


Published in May 1914 Vol. 20 
in the journal 

Prosveshcheniye No. 5 

Signed: V. Ilyin 


OBJECTIVE DATA ON THE STRENGTH 
OF THE VARIOUS TRENDS 
IN THE WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT 


(Excerpt) 


The struggle between the various trends in the working- 
class movement of Russia has deep class roots. The two 
“trends” which are fighting Marxism (Pravdism) in the 
working-class movement of Russia and which, because of 
their mass form and their roots in history, deserve to be 
called “trends”, i.e., Narodism and liquidationism, express 
the bourgeoisie’s influence on the proletariat. This has been 
explained many times by the Marxists and acknowledged in 
a number of decisions adopted by them in regard to the 
Narodniks (the fight against whom has been going on for 
thirty years) and in regard to the liquidators (the history 
of liquidationism goes back about twenty years, for 
liquidationism is the direct continuation of Economism and 
Menshevism). 

More objective data on the strength of the different trends 
in Russia’s working-class movement are now steadily accu- 
mulating. Every effort must be made to collect, verify and 
study these objective data concerning the behaviour and 
moods, not of individuals or groups, but of the masses, data 
taken from different and hostile newspapers, data that are 
verifiable by any literate person. 

Only from such data can one learn and study the move- 
ment of one’s class. One of the greatest, if not the greatest, 
faults (or crimes against the working class) of the Narodniks 
and liquidators, as well as of the various groups of intel- 
lectuals such as the Vperyodists, Plekhanovites and Trotsky- 
ists, is their subjectivism. At every step they try to pass 
off their desires, their “views”, their appraisals of the situa- 
tion and their “plans”, as the will of the workers, the needs 
of the working-class movement. When they talk about “unity”, 
19° 
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for example, they majestically ignore the experience acquired 
in creating the genuine unity of the majority of Russia’s 
class-conscious workers in the course of two-and-a-half years, 
from the beginning of 1912 to the middle of 1914. 

Let us then tabulate the available objective data on the 
strength of the various trends in the working-class move- 
ment. Those who believe in subjective appraisals and prom- 
ises are free to go to the “groups”. We invite only those 
who desire to study objective figures. Here they are: 


Per cent 


Prav- | Liqui- = at aaa 
i rav- | Liqui- : 
cated (ie dists | dators| niks 


Duma Elections 


1. Number of deputies elected by 
worker curia: 
Second Duma, 1907. ..... 44 12) 47 | 53 —_— 
Third Duma, 1907-42. .... 
Fourth Duma, 1912. ..... 


> 
on 
oS 
w 
So 
_ 
oe 

Q 
= 


Number of Workers’ Groups 
Which Donated Funds: 
2. Number of contributions by 
workers’ groups to St. Peter- 
sburg newspapers: 


1912 sien bn SR en dente 620 89) — _ -- 
AQIS iin ns: icine lea ie ROSS ie 2,184 661} 76.9 | 23.41 | 264 
Up to May 13, 1914 ..... 2,873 674] 81.1 | 18.9 | 524 


Election of Workers’ Delegates to 
Insurance Boards: 


3. Number of delegates to All- 
Russia Insurance Board. . . 47 10] 82.4 | 17.6 | ?4-2? 


4. Ditto Metropolitan Insurance 
Board . 2. 22 et ee ee 37 7| 84.4} 15.9] 4 
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Per cent 
Left 


Prav- | Liqui- | Narod- 
dists | dators| niks 


Prav- | Liqui- 
dists | dators 


Signatures to Resolutions 
in Favour of Each of the 
Duma Groups: 


5. Number of signatures published 
in both newspapers in favour 
of the Six (Pravdists) and 
for the Seven (liquidators) . . | 6,722] 2,985) 69.2 | 30.8| — 


Connection with Workers’ 
Groups: 


6. Number of contribution letters 
from workers’ groups to either 
of the Duma groups (Oct. 
1913 to June 6, 1914) . . .| 1,295 215) 85.7 | 14.3 | — 


Circulation of St. 
Petersburg Newspapers: 
7. Number of copies printed 
(figures collected and published 
by E. Vandervelde) . .... 40,000 |16, 71.4 | 28.6 |12,000 


Press Abroad: 


8 Number of issues of the lead- 
ing newspaper published 
after August (1912) Confer- 
ence of liquidators up to 
June 1914. ......02.. 5 qo — — |9 


9, Number of references in these 
issues to non-legal organi- 
sations (one locality counted 
as one reference) ..... 44 | 0) — {24 
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Per cent 


Prav- | Liqui- ¥ Ra ia 
‘ rav- | Liqui-| + 
iets: | MBtOng dists | dators| niks 


Dependence on the Bourgeoisie: 

10. Funds collected for St. Pe- 

tersburg newspapers (from 

January 1 to May 13, 1914). 

Percentage of contributions 

from non-workers ..... — — | 43 56 {50 
44. Number of financial reports 

published in the newspapers 

during entire period. . . . 3 4) — — | >{0?) 
12. Percentage of such reports 

showing deficits covered 

from unspecified, _i.e., 

bourgeois sources... . = = 0 400 28 
13. Funds handled by either of the 

Duma groups (from October 

1913 to June 6, 1914). Per- 

centage of funds obtained 

from non-workers .... . - — |6 46 
44. Number of items of corres- 

pondence passed off as com- 

ing from workers, but actu- 

ally taken from bourgeois 

newspapers without indi- 

cating source... .... — 5 (in two issues, 0 

Nos. 17 and 19 of 


Nasha Rabochaya 


Gazeta) 
Trade Unions: 


15. Number of trade unions in | 
St. Petersburg in which 
majority of members (jud- | 
ging by majority on execu- 
tives) sympathise with res- 
pective trends ......, 141/o*| 31/.*| — | — | 2 


* In one union the Pravdists and liquidators had an equal num- 
ber of supporters. 
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The conclusions to be drawn from these objective data 
are that Pravdism is the only Marxist, proletarian trend, 
really independent of the bourgeoisie, and has organised and 
united over four-fifths of the workers (in 1914, 81.1. per cent 
of the workers’ groups as compared with the liquidators). 
Liquidationism and Narodism are undoubtedly trends, but 
bourgeois-democratic, not working-class trends. 

The correctness of the Pravdists’ programmatic, tactical 
and organisational ideas, their decisions and line has been 
wholly and splendidly confirmed by the experience of the 
mass movement in 1912, 1913 and half of 1914. From our 
conviction that we are on the right road we should draw the 
strength for still greater efforts. 


Trudovaya Pravda No. 25, Vol. 20 
June 26, 1914 


REPORT OF THE C.C. OF THE R.S.D.L.P. 
TO THE BRUSSELS CONFERENCE 
AND INSTRUCTIONS TO THE C.C. DELEGATION!” 


(Excerpt) 


I 


There are two bodies of opinion on what is at present 
taking place in the Russian Social-Democratic movement. 

One opinion, expounded by Rosa Luxemburg in the pro- 
posal she made to the International Socialist Bureau last year 
(December 1913) and shared by the liquidators and the 
groups which support them, is as follows: in Russia the 
“chaos” of factional strife reigns among a multitude of 
factions, the worst of which, namely, the Leninist faction, is 
most active in fomenting a split. Actually, the differences do 
not preclude the possibility of joint activities. The road to 
unity lies through agreement or compromise among all 
trends and groups. 

The other opinion, which we hold, is that there is nothing 
resembling “chaos of factional strife’ in Russia. The only 
thing we have there is a struggle against the liquidators, and 
it is only in the course of this struggle that a genuinely 
workers’ Social-Democratic Party is being built up, which has 
already united the overwhelming majority—four-fifths—of the 
class-conscious workers in Russia. The illegal Party, in which 
the majority of the workers of Russia are organised, has been 
represented by the following conferences: the January Con- 
ference of 1912, the February Conference of 1913, and the 
Summer Conference of 1913.1!9 The legal organ of the Party 
is the newspaper Pravda (Vérité), hence the name Pravdist. 
Incidentally, this opinion was expressed by the St. Petersburg 
worker who, at a banquet in St. Petersburg which Comrade 
Vandervelde attended, stated that the workers in the factories 
of St. Petersburg are united, and that outside of this unity 
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of the workers there are only “general staffs without 
armies”. 

In the second part of my report I shall deal with the 
objective data which prove that ours is the correct opinion. 
And now I shall deal with the substance of liquidationism. 

The liquidationist groups were formally expelled from the 
Party at the R.S.D.L.P. Conference in January 1912, but the 
question of liquidationism was raised by our Party much 
earlier. A definite official resolution, binding upon the whole 
Party and unreservedly condemning liquidationism, was 
adopted by the All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. held 
as far back as December 1908. In this resolution liquidation- 
ism is defined as follows: 

(Liquidationism is) ‘‘an attempt on the part of a group of 
Party intellectuals to liquidate the existing organisation of 
the R.S.D.L.P. and to replace it at all costs, even at the price 
of downright renunciation of the programme, tactics and 
traditions of the Party, by a loose association functioning 
legally”. 

From this it is evident that as far back as 1908 liquida- 
tionism was officially declared and recognised as an intellec- 
tualist trend, and that in substance it stood for the renuncia- 
tion of the illegal Party and the substitution, or advocacy of 
the substitution, of a legal party for it. 

The Central Committee’s plenary meeting held in January 
1910 once again unanimously condemned liquidationism as 
“a manifestation of the influence of the bourgeoisie on the 
proletariat’. 

From this we see how mistaken is the opinion that our 
differences with the liquidators are no deeper and are less 
important than those between the so-called radicals and 
moderates in Western Europe. There is not a single-literally 
not a single~West-European party that has ever had occasion 
to adopt a general party decision against people who desired 
to dissolve the party and to substitute a new one for it! 

Nowhere in Western Europe has there ever been, nor can 
there ever be, a question of whether it is permissible to bear 
the title of party member and at the same time advocate the 
dissolution of that party, to argue that the party is useless 
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and unnecessary, and that another party be substituted for 
it. Nowhere in Western Europe does the question concern the 
very existence of the party as it does with us, ie., whether 
that party is to be or not to be. 

This is not disagreement over a question of organisation, 
of how the party should be built, but disagreement concerning 
the very existence of the party. Here, conciliation, agreement 
and compromise are totally out of the question. 

We could not have built up our Party (to the extent of 
four-fifths) and cannot continue to build it otherwise than 
by relentlessly fighting those publicists who in the legal press 
fight against the “underground” (i.e., the illegal Party), 
declare it to be an “evil’’, justify and eulogise desertion from 
it, and advocate the formation of an ‘open party”. 

In present-day Russia, where even the party of the ex- 
tremely moderate liberals is not legal, our Party can exist 
only as an illegal party. The exceptional and unique feature 
of our position, which somewhat resembles that of the Ger- 
man Social-Democrats under the Anti-Socialist Law (although, 
even then, the Germans enjoyed a hundred times more 
legality than we do in Russia), is that our illegal Social- 
Democratic Labour Party consists of illegal workers’ organi- 
sations (often called ‘’cells’’) which are surrounded by a more 
or less dense network of legal workers’ associations (such as 
sick insurance societies, trade unions, educational associa- 
tions, athletic clubs, temperance societies, and so forth). Most 
of these legal associations exist in the metropolis; in many 
parts of the provinces there are none at all. 

Some of the illegal organisations are fairly large, others 
are quite small and in some cases they consist only of 
“trusted agents”. 

The legal associations serve to some extent as a screen 
for the illegal organisations and for the extensive, legal 
advocacy of the idea of working-class solidarity among the 
masses. Nation-wide contacts between the leading working- 
class organisations, the maintenance of a centre (the Central 
Committee) and the passing of precise Party resolutions on 
all questions—all these are of course carried out quite illegal- 
ly and call for the utmost secrecy and trustworthiness on the 
part of advanced and tested workers. 
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To come out in the legal press against the “underground” 
or in favour of an “open party” is simply to disrupt our 
Party, and we must regard the people who do this as bitter 
enemies of our Party. 

Naturally, repudiation of the “underground” goes hand in 
hand with repudiation of revolutionary tactics and advocacy 
of reformism. Russia is passing through a period of bour- 
geois revolutions. In Russia even the most moderate bour- 
geois—the Cadets and Octobrists—are decidedly dissatisfied 
with the government. But they are all enemies of revolution 
and detest us for ‘“demagogy”, for striving again to lead the 
masses to the barricades as we did in 1905. They are all 
bourgeois who advocate only “reforms” and spread among 
the masses the highly pernicious idea that reform is com- 
patible with the present tsarist monarchy. 

Our tactics are different. We make use of every reform 
(insurance, for example) and of every legal society. But we 
use them to develop the revolutionary consciousness and the 
revolutionary struggle of the masses. In Russia, where polit- 
ical freedom to this day does not exist, these words have 
far more direct implications for us than they have in Europe. 
Our Party conducts revolutionary strikes, which in Russia 
are growing as in no other country in the world. Take, for 
example, the month of May alone. In May 1912, 64,000 and 
in May 1914, 99,000 workers were involved in economic 
strikes. 

The number involved in political strikes was: 364,000 in 
1912 and 647,000 in 1914. The combination of political and 
economic struggle produces the revolutionary strike, which, 
by rousing the peasant millions, trains them for revolution. 
Our Party conducts campaigns of revolutionary meetings and 
revolutionary street demonstrations. For this purpose our 
Party distributes revolutionary leaflets and an illegal news- 
paper, the Party’s Central Organ. The ideological unification 
of all these propaganda and agitation activities among the 
masses is achieved by the slogans adopted by the supreme 
bodies of our Party, namely: (1) an eight-hour day; (2) con- 
fiscation of the landed estates, and (3) a democratic republic. 
In the present situation in Russia, where absolute tyranny 


300 Vv. L LENIN 


and despotism prevail and where all laws are suppressed by 
the tsarist monarchy, only these slogans can effectually unite 
and direct the entire propaganda and agitation of the Party 
aimed at effectually sustaining the revolutionary working- 
class movement. 

It amuses us to hear the liquidators say, for example, that 
we are opposed to ‘freedom of association”, for we not only 
emphasised the importance of this point of our programme 
in a special resolution adopted by the January Conference 
of 1912, but we made ten times more effective use of the 
curtailed right of association (the insurance societies, for 
example) than the liquidators did. But when people tell us 
in the legal press that the slogans of confiscation of the land 
and of a republic cannot serve as subjects for agitation among 
the masses, we say that there can be no question of our 
Party’s unity with such people, and such a group of publicists. 

Since the purpose of this first part of my report is to 
explain the gist of our differences, I shall say no more on this 
point, except to remind you that the fourth part of my report 
will contain practical proposals, with an exact list of all 
the cases where the liquidators have departed from our 
Party’s programme and decisions. 

I shall not here go into the details of the history of the 
liquidators’ breakaway from our illegal Party, the R.S.D.L.P., 
but will merely indicate the three main periods of this 
history. 

First period: from the autumn of 1908 to January 1910. 
The Party combated liquidationism with the aid of precise, 
official, Party decisions condemning it. 

Second period: from January 1910 to January 1912. The 
liquidators hindered the work of restoring the Central Com- 
mittee of the Party; they disrupted the Central Committee 
of the Party and dismissed the last remnants of it, namely, 
the Technical Commission of the Bureau Abroad of the 
Central Committee. The Party committees in Russia then 
(autumn 1911) set up the Russian Organising Commission for 
the purpose of restoring the Party. That Commission convened 
the January Conference of 1912. The Conference restored 
the Party, elected a Central Committee and expelled the liqui- 
dationist group from the Party. 
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Third period: from January 1912 to the present time. The 
specific feature of this period is that a majority of four- 
fifths of the class-conscious workers of Russia have rallied 
around the decisions and bodies created by the January 
Conference of 1912. 


Written June 23-30 (July 6-13), 
1914 


First published in 1929 in the Vol. 20 
Second and Third Editions of 

Lenin’s Collected Works, 

Vol. XVII 


THE COLLAPSE OF THE SECOND 
INTERNATIONAL 


(Excerpt) 


The collapse of the Second International has been most 
strikingly expressed in the flagrant betrayal of their convic- 
tions and of the solemn Stuttgart and Basle resolutions!20 
by the majority of the official Social-Democratic parties of 
Europe. This collapse, however, which signifies the complete 
victory of opportunism, the transformation of the Social- 
Democratic parties into national liberal-labour parties, is 
merely the result of the entire historical epoch of the Second 
International—the close of the nineteenth century and the 
beginning of the twentieth. The objective conditions of this 
epoch-transitional from the consummation of West-European 
bourgeois and national revolutions to the beginning of so- 
cialist revolutions—engendered and fostered opportunism. 
During this period we see a split in the working-class and 
socialist movement in some European countries, which, in 
the main, was cleavage along the line of opportunism (Brit- 
ain, Italy, Holland, Bulgaria and Russia); in other countries, 
we see a long and stubborn struggle of trends along the same 
line (Germany, France, Belgium, Sweden and Switzerland). 
The crisis created by the great war has torn away all cover- 
ings, swept away conventions, exposed an abscess that has 
long come to a head, and revealed opportunism in its true 
role of ally of the bourgeoisie. The complete organisational 
severance of this element from the workers’ parties has 
become imperative. The epoch of imperialism cannot permit 
the existence, in a single party, of the revolutionary proletar- 
iat’s vanguard and the semi-petty-bourgeois aristocracy of 
the working class, who enjoy morsels of the privileges of 
their ‘‘own” nation’s ‘“Great-Power” status. The old theory 
that opportunism is a “legitimate shade” in a single party 
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that knows no “extremes” has now turned into a tremendous 
deception of the workers and a tremendous hindrance to the 
working-class movement. Undisguised opportunism, which 
immediately repels the working masses, is not so frightful 
and injurious as this theory of the golden mean, which uses 
Marxist catchwords to justify opportunist practice, and tries 
to prove, with a series of sophisms, that revolutionary action 
is premature, etc. Kautsky, the most outstanding spokesman 
of this theory, and also the leading authority in the Second 
International, has shown himself a consummate hypocrite 
and a past master in the art of prostituting Marxism. All 
members of the million-strong German party who are at all 
honest, class-conscious and revolutionary have turned away 
in indignation from an “‘authority” of this kind so ardently 
defended by the Siidekums and the Scheidemanns. 

The proletarian masses~probably about nine-tenths of 
whose former leaders have gone over to the bourgeoisie—have 
found themselves disunited and helpless amid a spate of 
chauvinism and under the pressure of martial law and the 
war censorship. But the objective war-created revolutionary 
situation, which is extending and developing, is inevitably 
engendering revolutionary sentiments; it is tempering and 
enlightening all the finest and most class-conscious proletar- 
ians. A sudden change in the mood of the masses is not only 
possible, but is becoming more and more probable, a change 
similar to that which was to be seen in Russia early in 1905 
in connection with the ‘“Gaponade’,’2! when, in the course 
of several months and sometimes of several weeks, there 
emerged from the backward proletarian masses an army of 
millions, which followed the proletariat’s revolutionary van- 
guard. We cannot tell whether a powerful revolutionary 
movement will develop immediately after this war, or during 
it, etc., but at all events, it is only work in this direction that 
deserves the name of socialist work. The slogan of a civil 
war is the one that summarises and directs this work, and 
helps unite and consolidate those who wish to aid the revo- 
lutionary struggle of the proletariat against its own govern- 
ment and its own bourgeoisie. 

In Russia, the complete severance of the revolutionary Social- 
Democratic proletarian elements from the petty-bourgeois 
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opportunist elements has been prepared by the entire 
history of the working-class movement. Those who disregard 
that history, and, by declaiming against “factionalism”, make 
themselves incapable of understanding the real process of 
the formation of a proletarian party in Russia, which has 
developed in the course of many years of struggle against 
various varieties of opportunism, are rendering that move- 
ment the worst possible service. Of all the “Great” Powers 
engaged in the present war, Russia is the only one that 
recently experienced a revolution. The bourgeois content of 
that revolution, in which the proletariat nevertheless played 
a decisive part, could not but cause a split between the 
bourgeois and proletarian trends in the working-class move- 
ment. In the approximately twenty years (1894-1914) that 
Russian Social-Democracy has existed as an organisation 
linked with the mass working-class movement (and not only 
as an ideological trend, as in 1883-94), there was a struggle 
between the proletarian-revolutionary trends and the petty- 
bourgeois, opportunist trends. The Economism of 1894-1902 
was undoubtedly a trend of the latter kind. A number of its 
arguments and ideological features—the “‘Struvist’ distortion 
of Marxism, references to the “masses” in order to justify 
opportunism, and the like-bear a striking resemblance to 
the present vulgarised Marxism of Kautsky, Cunow, Plekha- 
nov, etc. It would be a very grateful task to remind the 
present generation of Social-Democrats of the old Rabochaya 
Mysl and Rabocheye Dyelo,'22 as a parallel to the Kautsky 
of today. 

The “Menshevism” of the next period (1903-08) was the 
direct successor, both ideological and organisational, to Eco- 
nomism. During the Russian revolution, it pursued tactics 
that objectively meant the dependence of the proletariat upon 
the liberal bourgeoisie, and expressed petty-bourgeois, op- 
portunist trends. When, in the ensuing period’ (1908-14), the 
mainstream of the Menshevik trend produced liquidationism, 
the class significance of that trend became so apparent that 
the best representatives of Menshevism were continually 
protesting against the policy of Nasha Zarya group. It is 
that very group-the only one which, during the past five or 
six years, has conducted systematic work among the masses 
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in opposition to the revolutionary Marxist party of the 
working class-that has proved to be social-chauvinist in the 
war of 1914-15! And this in a country where absolutism still 
exists, the bourgeois revolution is far front consummated, and 
forty-three per cent of the population oppresses a majority 
consisting of non-Russian nations. The “European” type of 
development, in which certain strata of the petty bourgeoisie, 
especially the intelligentsia and an insignificant section of 
the labour aristocracy can share in the ‘‘Great-Power’’ privi- 
leges of their “own” nation, could not but have its Russian 
counterpart. 

All their history has prepared the working class and the 
workers’ Social-Democratic Party of Russia for “international- 
ist’ tactics, i.e., such that are truly revolutionary and con- 
sistently revolutionary. 


Written in the latter half of Vol. 21 
May and first half of June 1915 


Published in 1915, in the 
magazine Kommunist No. 1-2 


20-846 


SOCIALISM AND WAR 
(THE ATTITUDE OF THE R.S.D.L.P. TOWARDS THE WAR) 


CHAPTER IV 


THE HISTORY OF THE SPLIT, AND THE PRESENT 
STATE OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY IN RUSSIA 


(Excerpt) 


As an ideological trend, the Social-Democratic movement 
arose in 1883, when Social-Democratic views, as applied to 
Russia, were for the first time systematically expounded 
abroad by the Emancipation of Labour group. Until the early 
nineties, Social-Democracy was an ideological trend without 
links with the mass working-class movement in Russia. At 
the beginning of the nineties, the growth of public conscious- 
ness and the unrest and strike movement among the workers, 
turned Social-Democracy into an active political force in- 
separably connected with the struggle (both economic and 
political) of the working class. It was from that time too that 
the split into Economists and Iskrists began in the Social- 
Democratic movement. 


THE ECONOMISTS AND THE OLD ISKRA (1894-1903) 


Economism was an opportunist trend in Russian Social- 
Democracy. Its political essence was summed up in the pro- 
gramme: “for the workers—the economic struggle; for the 
liberals—the political struggle’. Its theoretical mainstay was 
so-called “legal Marxism” or “Struvism”, which “recognised” 
a “Marxism” that was completely devoid of any revolutionary 
spirit and adapted to the needs of the liberal bourgeoisie. 
Pleading the backwardness of the mass of workers in Rus- 
sia, and wishing to ‘march with the masses”, the Economists 
restricted the tasks and scope of the working-class movement 
to the economic struggle and to political support for 
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liberalism; they set themselves no independent political or 
revolutionary tasks. 

The old Iskra (1900-03) waged a victorious struggle against 
Economism, for the principles of revolutionary Social- 
Democracy. The finest elements in the class-conscious 
proletariat sided with Iskra. Several years before the revolu- 
tion, the Social-Democrats came out with a most consistent and 
uncompromising programme, whose correctness was borne out 
by the class struggle and by the action of the masses during 
the 1905 Revolution. Whereas the Economists adapted them- 
selves to the backwardness of the masses, Iskra was educat- 
ing the workers’ vanguard that was capable of leading the 
masses onward. The present-day arguments of the social- 
chauvinists (i.e., the need to reckon with the masses; the 
progressiveness of imperialism; the “illusions” harboured by 
the revolutionaries, etc.), were all advanced by the Econom- 
ists. It was twenty years ago that the Russian Social- 
Democrats made their first acquaintance with the opportunist 
modification of Marxism into Struvism. 


MENSHEVISM AND BOLSHEVISM (1903-08) 


The period of bourgeois-democratic revolution gave rise 
to a fresh struggle between Social-Democratic trends; this 
was a direct continuation of the previous struggle. Econom- 
ism developed into Menshevism. The defence of the old 
Iskra revolutionary tactics gave rise to Bolshevism. 

In the turbulent years of 1905-07, Menshevism was an 
opportunist trend backed by the bourgeois liberals, which 
brought liberal-bourgeois tendencies into the working-class 
movement. Its essence lay in an adaptation of the working- 
class struggle to suit liberalism. Bolshevism, on the contrary, 
set the Social-Democratic workers the task of rousing the 
democratic peasantry for the revolutionary struggle, despite 
the vacillation and treachery of the liberals. As the Menshe- 
viks themselves admitted on more than one occasion, the 
mass of workers followed the Bolshevik lead in all the most 
important actions of the revolution. 

The 1905 Revolution tested, developed and steeled the 
uncompromisingly revolutionary Social-Democratic tactics in 
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Russia. The direct action of classes and parties repeatedly 
revealed the link between Social-Democratic opportunism 
(Menshevism) and liberalism. 


MARXISM AND LIQUIDATIONISM (1908-14) 


The period of counter-revolution again placed on the order 
of the day-this time in an entirely new form—the question of 
the opportunist and revolutionary tactics of the Social- 
Democrats. The mainstream in Menshevism, regardless of pro- 
tests from many of its finest representatives, brought forth 
the liquidationist trend, a renunciation of the struggle for 
another revolution in Russia, a renunciation of underground 
organisation and activities, contempt for and ridicule of the 
“underground”, of the slogan for a republic, etc. The group 
of legal contributors to the journal Nasha Zarya (Messrs. 
Potresov, Cherevanin and others) formed a core-independent 
of the old Social-Democratic Party-which in a thousand ways 
has been supported, publicised and nurtured by the liberal 
bourgeoisie of Russia, who are out to win the workers away 
from the revolutionary struggle. 

This group of opportunists was expelled from the Party by 
the January 1912 Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., which restored 
the Party, in the teeth of furious resistance from a num- 
ber of groups and coteries abroad. For over two years (the 
beginning of 1912 until mid-1914) a stubborn struggle was 
in progress between the two Social-Democratic parties: the 
Central Committee, which was elected in January 1912, and 
the Organising Committee, which refused to recognise the 
January Conference and wanted to restore the Party in a 
different way, by maintaining unity with the Nasha Zarya 
group. A stubborn struggle raged between the two workers’ 
dailies (Pravda, and Luch and their successors), and between 
the two Social-Democratic groups in the Fourth Duma (the 
R.S.D.L. group of Pravdists or Marxists, and the ‘‘Social- 
Democratic group” of the liquidators led by Chkheidze). 

The Pravdists, who championed loyalty to the Party’s 
revolutionary principles, encouraged the incipient revival of 
the working-class movement (especially after the spring of 


SOCIALISM AND WAR 309 


1912), combined underground and legal organisation, the 
press and agitation, and rallied about themselves the over- 
whelming majority of the class-conscious workers, whereas 
the liquidators-who as a political force operated exclusively 
through the Nasha Zarya group—banked on the all-round 
support of the liberal-bourgeois elements. 

The open money contributions made by workers’ groups 
to the newspapers of the two parties~a form of payment of 
S.-D. membership dues adapted to the Russian conditions of 
the time (and the only one legally possible and easily veri- 
fiable by the public)—-strikingly confirmed the proletarian 
source of the strength and influence of the Pravdists (Marx- 
ists), and the bourgeois-liberal source of the liquidators (and 
their O.C.). Here are the brief figures of these contributions, 
which are given in full in the book Marxism and Liquidation- 
ism'23 and summarised in the German Social-Democratic 
Leipziger Volkszeitung of July 21, 1914. 

The number and sums of contributions to the St. Peters- 
burg daily newspapers, Marxist (Pravdist) and liquidationist, 
from January 1 to May 13, 1914 were the following: 


| Pravdists Liquidators 


Number of} gum in |Number of} gum in 
contribu- rubles | Contribu-| yybles 
tions tions | 


From workers’ groups 2,873 18,934 671 5,296 
From non-workers’ groups 743 2,650 453 6,760 


Thus by 1914 our Party had united four-fifths of the class- 
conscious workers of Russia around revolutionary Social- 
Democratic tactics. For the whole of 1913 the Pravdists re- 
ceived contributions from 2,181 workers’ groups, the liquidat 
ors from 661. The figures from January 1, 1913 to May 13, 
1914 were: 5,054 contributions from workers’ groups for the 
Pravdists (i.e., for our Party), and 1,332, i.e., 20.8 per cent, 
for the liquidators. 
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MARXISM AND SOCIAL-CHAUVINISM (1914-15) 


The great European war of 1914-15 has given all the Eu- 
ropean Social-Democrats, as well as the Russian, an opportun- 
ity of putting their tactics to the test of a crisis of a world- 
wide scale. The reactionary and predatory nature of this war 
between slave-holders stands out in far more striking relief 
in the case of tsarism than it does in the case of the other 
governments. Yet the liquidators’ main group (the only one 
which, besides ours, exerts serious influence in Russia, thanks 
to its liberal connections) has turned towards social-chauvin- 
ism! With its fairly lengthy monopoly of legality, this Nasha 
Zarya group has conducted propaganda among the masses, 
in favour of “‘non-resistance to the war’, and victory for the 
Triple (and now Quadruple) Entente; it has accused German 
imperialism of extraordinary sins, etc. Plekhanov, who, since 
1903, has given numerous examples of his utter political 
spinelessness and his desertion to opportunism, has taken 
this stand even more emphatically (which has won him praise 
from the entire bourgeois press of Russia). Plekhanov has 
sunk so low as to declare that tsarism is waging a just war, 
and to grant interviews to Italian government newspapers, 
urging that country to enter the war! 

The correctness of our appraisal of liquidationism and of 
the expulsion of the main group of liquidators from our 
Party has thus been fully confirmed. The liquidators’ real 
programme and the real significance of their trend today 
consist, not only in opportunism in general, but in a defence 
of the dominant-nation privileges and advantages of the 
Great-Russian landowners and bourgeoisie. Liquidationism 
is a trend of national liberal-labour policy. It is an alliance 
of a section of the radical petty bourgeoisie and a tiny sec- 
tion of privileged workers, with their “own” national bour- 
geoisie, against the mass of the proletariat. 


Written in July-August 1915 Val. 21 


Published in the autumn of 
1915, in the pamphlet issued by 
the editors of the newspaper 
Sotsial-Demokrat, Geneva 
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1 Tovarishch (Comrade)—a daily bourgeois newspaper published in St. 
Petersburg from 1906 to 1908; though not the official organ of any 
party, it was in fact the mouthpiece of the Left Cadets. Mensheviks 
also contributed to it. p. 5 


2 Mensheviks—members of the opportunist trend of the Russian 
Social-Democratic movement. The Mensheviks emerged as a petty- 
bourgeois opportunist group at the Second Congress of the Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party held in 1903. They came to be 
called the Mensheviks because at the Congress elections of the cen- 
tral Party bodies they secured a minority (in Russian: menshinstvo) 
of the votes; the representatives of revolutionary Marxism, on the 
other hand, who followed Lenin, secured the majority (in Russian: 
bolshinstvo) of the votes, and so began to be called the Bolsheviks. 
The Menshevik leaders included L. Martov, G. Plekhanov, P. Axel- 
rod, V. Zasulich, A. Potresov and F. Dan. During the revolution of 
1905-07 the Mensheviks were against the proletariat playing the 
leading role in the revolution; they pursued a policy of subordinat- 
ing the proletariat to the bourgeoisie, denied the revolutionary role 
of the peasantry as an ally of the proletariat, and opposed the 
idea of the bourgeois-democratic revolution developing into a so- 
cialist revolution. During the years of reaction following the defeat 
of the revolution, a considerable section of the Mensheviks became 
liquidators, i.e., they tried to liquidate (hence the name) the illegal 
revolutionary party of the working class and abandoned the revo- 
lutionary programme and revolutionary slogans of the Party. At the 
Sixth (Prague) All-Russia Conference held in January 1912 the 
Menshevik liquidators were expelled from the Party as people 
spreading bourgeois influence among the proletariat and wrecking 
the revolutionary party. 

During the first world imperialist war (1914-18), the Mensheviks 
became social-chauvinists and supporters of the war of plunder. 

When the tsarist autocracy was overthrown in 1917, the Men- 
sheviks gave their full backing to the bourgeois Provisional Gov- 
ernment. After the October Revolution, they turned into a counter- 
revolutionary party, which participated in plots and revolts aimed 
at the overthrow of Soviet rule. p. 5 


wo 


Sotsial-Demokrat—an illegally published newspaper of the Central 
Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. It appeared in St. Petersburg from 
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September 17 (30-new style) to November 18 (December 1), 1906, 
but was in fact a Menshevik paper, the C.C. in that period being 
in the hands of the Mensheviks. p. 6 


Proletary—an illegal newspaper founded by the Bolsheviks after the 
Fourth (Unity) Congress of the Party. Appeared from August 21 
(September 3), 1906 to November 28 (December 11), 1909, under 
Lenin’s editorship; it was the organ of the Moscow and St. Peters- 
burg Party committees, and for a time also of the Moscow Region, 
Perm, Kursk and Kazan committees: actually it was the Central 
Organ of the Bolsheviks. Altogether fifty issues of Proletary appeared 
(the first twenty in Finland), In 1908, it was published in Geneva, 
in 1909, in Paris. During the years of Stolypin reaction it played an 
outstanding part in preserving and strengthening the Bolshevik 
organisations. p. 6 


Cadets-members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the 
principal bourgeois party in Russia, the party of the liberal- 
monarchist bourgeoisie. The Cadet Party was formed in October 1905, 
and P. Milyukov was one of its leaders. Using a smoke-screen of 
phrases about democracy and calling themselves the party of ‘‘peo- 
ple’s freedom”, they tried to win the support of the peasantry. They 
strove to preserve tsarism in the form of a constitutional monarchy. 
Later they turned into the party of the imperialist bourgeoisie. 
After the victory of the October revolution they organised counter- 
revolutionary conspiracies and revolts against the Soviet 
Republic. p. 8 


The Anti-Socialist Law was introduced in Germany in 1878. 
This law banned all Social-Democratic and mass labour orga- 
nisations, closed the working-class press and prohibited socialist 
literature. Under the pressure of the mass working-class move- 
ment the law was repealed in 1890. p. 8 


Socialist-Revolutionaries or S.R.s—a petty-bourgeois party founded 
at the end of 1901 and the beginning of 1902 as a result of a mer- 
ger of Narodnik groups and circles. The $.R.s put forward an agra- 
rian programme in which they proposed that the land be divided 
up among the peasants on the basis of equal tenure, the capitalist 
system to be retained. They were against the working class playing 
the leading part in the revolution, were opposed to Marxism and 
resorted to individual terror in fighting the autocracy. 

In 1906, the Right wing split away from the S.R. party and 
formed the legal semi-liberal “Labour Popular Socialist Party” 
(“Popular Socialists’), an organisation that abandoned all revolu- 
tionary demands and differed very little from the Cadet 
Party. One of the leaders of the ‘Popular Socialists’’ was 
A. Peshekhonov. 

During 1908-12, the years of reaction, the top leaders of the 
S.R. party sank to liberalism. At the time of the February 1917 
revolution S.R. leaders joined the bourgeois Provisional Govern- 
ment, pursued a policy of suppressing the peasant movement and 
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fully supported the bourgeoisie and landlords in their fight against 
the workers, who were preparing to carry through a socialist revol- 
ution. After the victory of the October Revolution, the S.R.s took 
part in the armed counter-revolutionary struggle of the bourgeoisie 
and landlords against the Soviet Republic. p. 8 


The Draft Resolutions for the Fifth Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. (one 
of which is given here) were written by Lenin and adopted at a 
meeting of representatives of the St. Petersburg, Moscow and 
Moscow Region committees, the bureau of the central industrial 
area and the Editorial Board of the newspaper Proletary. The meet- 
ing took place on February 15-18 (February 28-March 3), 1907. The 
drafts were circulated as material for Party discussion and in pre- 
paration for the Congress. 

The Fifth Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. was held in London on 
April 30-May 19 (May 13-June 1), 1907. It was attended by 336 dele- 
gates with either decisive or consultative votes. Of the delegates, 
105 were Bolsheviks, who were supported by the Polish and Lettish 
Social-Democrats, and thus had a stable majority. 

The Congress discussed the following items: (1) Report of the 
Central Committee. (2) Report of the Duma group and its organisa- 
tion, (3) Attitude to bourgeois parties. (4) The State Duma. (5) A 
‘labour congress’ and non-Party workers’ organisations. (6) Trade 
unions and the Party. (7) Guerilla operations. (8) Unemployment, 
the economic crisis and lock-outs. (9) Organisational problems. 
(10) The International Congress in Stuttgart. (11) Work in the army. 
(12) Other business. An item of great importance at the Congress was 
Lenin’s report on the attitude towards bourgeois parties. Bolshevik 
resolutions on all fundamental questions were adopted. At the close 
of the Congress, a meeting of Bolsheviks took place, at which a 
Bolshevik Centre was elected. The Congress ended in victory for 
Bolshevism over Menshevism, the opportunist wing of the Party. 

p. 10 


In 1907 the Odessa Osvobozhdeniye Truda Publishers printed a 
collection of articles on the labour question which included an 
unsigned article “On the Question of a Labour Congress’ which 


supported the propaganda in favour of a labour congress. p. 10 
The reference is to “Union Aftairs. A Symposium on Questions of 
the Trade Union and Co-operative Movements’, p. 10 


The reference is to the Second (the “First All-Russia”) Conference 
of the R.S.D.L.P., which took place in Tammerfors on November 
3-7 (16-20), 1906. It was attended by representatives of the “nation- 
al’ Social-Democratic parties, that is, the $.D. parties of Poland 
and Lithuania, the Lettish territory, and the Bund. The Menshevik- 
controlled C.C. arranged for several bogus branches to be 
represented at the Conference, and thus secured a majority for the 
Mensheviks; together with the Bundists they had the votes of 
18 delegates out of 32. 

Though the Bolsheviks insisted on discussing the question of a 
“labour congress”, regarding its propaganda as a violation of Party 
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discipline, the Conference did not discuss it and confined itself 
to adopting a compromise resolution “The Limits of the Agitation 
for a Labour Congress’’ which said that “active steps taken to 
convene a labour congress are absolutely inadmissible and are an 
infringement of Party discipline so long as no appropriate 
decision has been taken by a Party congress” (KPSS v rezolyutsiyakh 
i resheniyakh syezdov, konferentsii i plenumov TsK, Part I, 7th 
edition, 1954, p. 143). p. 10 


On September 4 (17), 1906, a meeting of workers, convened by the 
St. Petersburg Committee, condemned the Menshevik slogan of a 
‘labour congress”, by 74 votes against 11. In September 1906, the 
Second Conference of Social-Democratic organisations of Central 
Russia took place, representatives being present trom Moscow, 
Ivanovo-Voznesensk, Bryansk, Nizhni-Novgorod, Sormovo, Orel and 
also from the Central Committee and the Editorial Board of Pro- 
letary. A resolution on the “labour congress’ was adopted, in 
which propaganda in favour of such a congress was described as 
harmful demagogy. p. 10 


Popular Socialists~see Note 7. p. 12 


Bez Zaglaviya group~a semi-Cadet, semi-Menshevik group of Rus- 
sian bourgeois intellectuals (S. N. Prokopovich, Y. D. Kuskova, 
V. Y. Bogucharsky, V. V. Portugalov, V. V. Khizhnyakov and others) 
which took shape at the time when the first Russian revolution of 
1905-07 began to subside. It derived its name from the political 
weekly Bez Zaglaviya (Without a Title) which was published in 
St. Petersburg in January-May 1906 under the editorship of Pro- 
kopovich. Later on the Bezzaglavtsi grouped around the newspaper 
Tovarishch, mouthpiece of the Left Cadets. Disclaiming any 
formal party allegiance, they actually preached bourgeois liberalism 
and opportunism and supported revisionists in the Russian and 
international Social-Democratic movement. 

Bernsteinism-—a trend in international Social-Democracy hostile 
to Marxism; arose in Germany at the end of the nineteenth century 
and took its name from the German Social-Democrat, Eduard Bern- 
stein. Bernstein set out to revise the revolutionary teachings of Marx 
on the lines of bourgeois liberalism. In Russia this trend was 
favourably received among the “legal Marxists’ and _ the 
Economists. p. 12 


Economism—an opportunist trend in Russian Social-Democracy at 
the turn of the century. The Economists considered that the political 
struggle against tsarism must be waged in the main by the liberal 
bourgeoisie; the workers, however, should confine themselves to 
the economic struggle for better working conditions, increased 
wages, etc. Denying the leading role of the Party and the signifi- 
cance of revolutionary theory in the working-class movement, the 
Economists asserted that this movement had to develop in ex- 
clusively spontaneous fashion. A devastating criticism of Economism 
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was given by Lenin in his What Is To Be Done? (See V. I. Lenin, 
Collected Works, Vol. 5, pp. 347-529). 

Struve-ism or “legal Marxism’—a trend that was widespread in 
the 1890s in Russia among a section of the bourgeois intelligentsia. 
Struve, Tugan-Baranovsky, Bulgakov and others were representa- 
tives of this trend. 

The “legal Marxists’ claimed to be supporters of Marxism. 
Actually, all they accepted from Marx’s teachings was the fact that 
the development of capitalism was inevitable. As for the revolu- 
tionary essence of Marxism, the theory of the socialist revolution, 
“ the dictatorship of the proletariat and the abolition of the capital- 
ist system, the “legal Marxists’ completely rejected them. They 
were “ideologists of the Russian liberal bourgeoisie, camouflaged 
as Marxists’. Articles written by them appeared in the so-called 
“legal” press, the press permitted by the tsarist government. p. 12 


‘6 Old Iskrists—revolutionary Social-Democrats, supporters of the 
| newspaper Iskra. 

Iskra (The Spark) was the first all-Russia illegal Marxist news- 
paper. It was founded abroad by Lenin in December 1900, and 
its issues were delivered to Russia secretly. Iskra played a tremen- 
dous part in uniting the Russian Social-Democrats ideologically 
and in preparing the ground for the unification of the scattered 
local organisations into a revolutionary Marxist party. After the 
Party split into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks at the Second Congress 
of the R.S.D.L.P. held in 1903, Iskra fell into the hands of the Men- 
sheviks (from issue No. 52 onwards) and came to be known as 
the new Iskra, as distinct from Lenin’s old Iskra. p. 12 


17 Credo-the manifesto issued in 1899 by a group of Economists 

(S. N. Prokopovich, Y. D. Kuskova and others) came to be known 

by that title. It was the clearest expression of the opportunism of 

Russian Economism. Lenin, who was in exile at the time of its 

\ publication, replied with a bitter exposure and protest, which was 
discussed and unanimously adopted at a gathering, convened by 

Lenin, of seventeen Marxists in exile. “A Protest by Russian 

| Social-Democrats” (as this document was called) was sent abroad by 
Lenin and was published in G.V. Plekhanov’s anti-Economist miscel- 
lany-—Vademecum. ; p. 12 


18 The Fifth (All-Russia) Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. took place in 
Paris on December 21-27, 1908 (January 3-9, 1909), the Bolshevik 
outlook being predominant during the proceedings. It was attended 
by representatives of the biggest Party units, those of St. Peters- 
burg, the Urals, the Caucasus, Moscow and the central industrial 
area, and of the Polish Social-Democratic Party and the Bund. There 
were 16 delegates present with decisive votes, including 5 Bolshe- 
viks, 3 Mensheviks, 5 Polish Social-Democrats and 3 Bundists. The 
Central Committee was represented by Lenin. 

The Conference discussed the following items: (1) Reports of 
the C.C. of the R.S.D.LP., the C.C. of the Polish SD. Party, the 


a 


316 NOTES 


19 


20 


C.c. of the Bund, the R.S.D.L.P. organisations of St. Petersburg, 
Moscow and the central industrial area, the Urals and the Caucasus; 
(2) the present political situation and the Party’s tasks; (3) the 
Social-Democratic group in the Duma; (4) organisational problems 
in the changed political conditions; (5) local unity with the “nation- 
al” organisations; (6) affairs abroad; other business. Lenin deliv- 
ered the report on “The Present Political Situation and the Party’s 
Tasks”, and also on the S$.D. group in the Duma, on organisation 
and other items. 

The keynote of the entire Conference was the fight on two fronts— 
against Menshevik liquidationism and the “Left liquidators’, and 
the otzovists and the ultimatumists. 

The Conference accepted Lenin’s proposal to condemn liquida- 
tionism, and called on all Party branches to conduct a resolute 
struggle against attempts to liquidate the Party. 

In view of the fact that later Lenin frequently refers to the 
Conference decision on the liquidators, we quote the text, point 2, 
of the resolution “On the Reports”, as follows: 

“Recording the fact that in a number of places there is to be 
observed an attempt on the part of a group of Party intellectuals 
to liquidate the existing organisation of the R.S.D.L.P. and to 
replace it at all costs, even at the price of downright renunciation 
of the programme, tactics and traditions of the Party, by a loose 
association functioning legally-the Conference considers it necessary 
to wage a most determined struggle, ideological and organisational, 
against the attempts to liquidate the Party, and calls on all loyal 
Party workers, regardless of factions and trends, to offer the most 
energetic resistance to these attempts.” 

Lenin attached tremendous importance to the Conference, de- 
scribing it as a “turning-point’” in the Party's development during 
the period of reaction following the 1905-07 revolution. On the 
basis of the Conference decisions the Bolsheviks conducted a suc- 
cessful struggle against Menshevik liquidationism and against 
otzovism and ultimatumism. p. 15 


Black Hundreds—monarchist gangs organised by the tsarist police 
to fight the revolutionary movement. They assassinated revolution- 
aries, attacked progressive intellectuals and organised pogroms 
against the Jews. p. 15 


The coup d’état of June 3 (16), 1907-a reactionary coup in which 
the government dissolved the Second State Duma and altered the 
Duma electoral law. The new electoral law considerably increased 
the Duma representation of the landed proprietors and the 
commercial and industrial bourgeoisie, and greatly reduced the 
number of peasant, worker and non-Russian deputies, who were 
few enough as it was. The representation from Poland and the 
Caucasus was reduced by half. The Third Duma, elected on the 
basis of this law and convened in November 1907, was Black- 
Hundred and Cadet in composition. 

The June Third coup d’état marked the beginning of the period 
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of Stolypin reaction (so called after the Prime Minister of that 
name), which came to be known as the “June Third regime’ or the 
“June Third period”. p. 15 
Octobrists or Union of October Seventeenth—a counter-revolutionary 
party of the big industrial bourgeoisie and of big landlords, who 
ran their estates on capitalist lines. This party was founded in 
November 1905, after the publication of the tsar’s ‘Manifesto of 
October 17” in which the tsar, frightened by the revolution, promised 
to give the people ‘‘civil rights’’ and a constitution. While profess- 
ing to welcome the Manifesto, the Octobrists unreservedly sup- 
ported the home and foreign policies of the tsarist government. 
The Octobrist leaders were A. Guchkov, a big industrialist, and 
M. Rodzyanko, who owned vast estates. p. 16 


2 The law of November 9. On November 9 (22), 1906, Stolypin, the 


Prime Minister, issued a land law to enable peasants to withdraw 
from the rural communes and establish farmsteads. This law under- 
mined the communal use of the land, the peasant being now told 
to make the plot of land he held as a commune member his private 
property, and to withdraw from the commune. He could sell his 
allotment, which he had been forbidden to do till then. Sto- 
lypin’s land law was advantageous to the kulak upper stratum of 
the countryside, but was utterly ruinous to the village poor. It 
aimed to establish a firm buttress of the tsarist government in the 
countryside, in the shape of the kulaks. p. 16 


Resolutions of the London and Stuttgart Congresses. 

This refers to: (1) The resolution adopted by the London Inter- 
national Socialist Congress (1896) on “Working-Class Economic 
Policy’, in which emphasis is laid on the important part played by 
the economic struggle of the working class and of the trade unions 
in raising the class-consciousness of the workers and in making 
them a political force. (2) The resolution adopted by the Stuttgart 
International Socialist Congress (1907) on “Relations between the 
Socialist Party and the Trade Union”, which recognised the need 
for lasting and close ties between the trade unions and the Socialist 
parties. p. 18 


Directives for the Committee on Organisation, At the Fifth (All- 
Russia) Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. the biggest debate took place 
on organisational questions. Three resolutions were proposed—one 
by the Bolsheviks, another by the Mensheviks and a third by the 
Bundists. In the main the debate centred on the attitude to be 
taken towards legal possibilities, the relation between legal and 
illegal work, the attitude to be adopted to liquidationist elements. 
The Menshevik resolution was overwhelmingly rejected. The Bundist 
resolution was not put to the vote, as the Bundists supported Lenin’s 
line. It was decided to elect a committee to draw up a resolution on 
organisation, The Conference accepted Lenin’s proposal and adopted 
“Directives for the Committee on Questions of Organisation”. p. 19 


5 Otzovists—supporters of the opportunist trend of otzovism (from 


the Russian otozvat-to recall), a trend that arose among a section 
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of the Bolsheviks following the defeat of the 1905-07 revolution. The 
otzovists demanded that the Social-Democratic deputies be recalled 
from the Third Duma and activity in the mass legal organisations 
be discontinued. 

In 1908, the otzovists formed a separate group and carried on a 
struggle against Lenin. They used “revolutionary” phrases as a 
camouflage, and in fact tried to rob the Party of the chance of 
using legal forms of struggle, to isolate it from the masses and 
to make it a target for the blows of the reaction, 

Lenin severely criticised the otzovists and called them “liqui- 
dators of a new type” and ‘“Mensheviks inside out’. p. 25 


The conference of the extended Editorial Board of “Proletary” took 
place in Paris on June 8-17 (21-30), 1909. It was attended by nine 
members of the Bolshevik leading body headed by Lenin, represen- 
tatives of the St. Petersburg, Moscow regional and Urals organisa- 
tions. The meeting was convened to discuss the anti-Party attitude of 
the otzovists and ultimatumists. Lenin presided and spoke on all the 
main items on the agenda (including: otzovism and ultimatumism; 
god-building tendencies in the Social-Democratic movement; attitude 
to Duma activity; tasks of the Bolsheviks in the Party). At the Con- 
ference A. Bogdanov (Maximov) and V. Shantser (Marat) upheld 
the otzovist and ultimatumist line, but the meeting condemned 
otzovism and ultimatumism as “Left liquidationism’. It also con- 
demned god-building and decided to conduct a vigorous struggle 
against it, exposing its anti-Marxist character. Bogdanov, the leader 
of the otzovists and ultimatumists, was expelled from the Bolshevik 
ranks. p. 29 


Bund-the General Jewish Workers’ Union of Lithuania, Poland 
and Russia was founded in 1897 and enrolled mainly Jewish artisans 
in the Western regions of Russia. The Bund joined the R.S.D.L.P. 
at the First Congress of the Party in March 1898. At the Second 
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. held from July 17 (30) to August 10 (23), 
1903, the Bundists insisted on their organisation being recognised 
as the sole representative of the Jewish proletariat. The Congress 
rejected the organisational nationalism of the Bund, whereupon the 
Bund withdrew from the Party. 

In 1906, after the Fourth (“Unity”) Congress, the Bund reaffiliated 
to the R.S.D.L.P, The Bundists constantly supported the Mensheviks 
and waged a struggle against the Bolsheviks, Despite its formal 
affiliation to the R.S.D.L.P., the Bund remained an organisation that 
was bourgeois-nationalist in character. As opposed to the Bolshevik 
demand for the right of nations to self-determination, the Bund put 
forward the demand for cultural-national autonomy. The Bund was 
active in founding the anti-Party August (1912) bloc. In January 
1912, the Prague Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. expelled the Bundists 
and other opportunists from the Party. During the First World War 
(1914-18) they took a social-chauvinist stand; in 1917, the Bund 
supported the bourgeois Provisional Government and fought on the 
side of the enemies of the October Revolution. During the Civil War 
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prominent Bundists lined up with the counter-revolution. At the 
same time the rank-and-file members of the Bund began to favour 
co-operation with Soviet government. In March 1921, the Bund 
dissolved, and part of its members joined the Russian Communist 
Party (Bolsheviks) on the ordinary basis. p. 29 


“The minority of the section”. This refers to the pro-Party Menshe- 
viks, those headed by Plekhanov, who broke away from the Men- 


shevik liquidators and opposed liquidationism. p. 29 
What is meant here is the resolution ‘“‘The Tasks of the Bolsheviks 
in the Party” (see pp. 32-35 of this volume). p. 30 


Four Congresses: 

The First All-Russia Congress of Members of People’s University 
Associations took place in St. Petersburg on January 3-6 (16-19), 
1908. The people’s universities were cultural and educational! institu- 
tions for adults, which arose during and particularly after the 1905- 
07 revolution, and were usually organised by bourgeois intellectuals. 

The workers’ group at the Congress, headed by Bolsheviks, pro- 
posed a resolution demanding the following: special representation 
of workers’ organisations on the boards of people’s universities, 
recognition of their right to determine the curricula, and to suggest 
desirable lecturers on the social sciences, and also of the right of 
every nationality to have studies conducted in its native language. 
The Congress rejected this resolution by a tiny majority on the 
grounds that it went beyond the terms of reference of the Congress, 
whereupon the workers’ representatives walked out. 

The First All-Russia Congress of Representatives of Co-operative 
Societies took place on April 16-21 (April 29-May 4), 1908 in 
Moscow. It was attended by 824 delegates, of whom 50 were Social- 
Democrats (Bolsheviks and Mensheviks). The Bolsheviks formed the 
Social-Democratic group and led the struggle of representatives of 
trade unions and workers’ co-operatives against the bourgeois co- 
operators. The police disbanded the Congress. 

The First All-Russia Women’s Congress took place on December 
10-16 (23-29), 1908 in St. Petersburg. As a result of the efforts of the 
working women delegates, the Congress adopted resolutions on the 
fight against drunkenness, the conditions of peasant women, female 
and child labour protection, equal rights for Jews, etc. The same 
delegates introduced a resolution on the political and civil rights of 
women, demanding universal, equal and direct suffrage, with secret 
ballot. When the Congress Presiding Committee refused to have 
the resolution read out, the working women walked out of 
the Congress. 

The First All-Russia Congress of Factory Medical Officers and 
Representatives of Manufacturing Industry took place on April 1-6 
(14-19), 1909 in Moscow. Among the delegates, most of whom were 
Bolsheviks, were 52 workers, fepresenting trade unions in the big 
industrial centres. The speeches of the workers’ delegates were of 
great political importance and were favourably received throughout 
the country. The Congress adopted a resolution proposed by the 
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Bolsheviks, calling for the organisation of sanitary inspection. The 
Congress did not complete its work, as it was closed down by the 
police. p. 33 


The Third Duma period-see Note 20. p. 34 


The reference is to a letter written by a group of Mensheviks of the 
Vyborg district in St. Petersburg, and published in issue No. 45 of 
Proletary. These Mensheviks protested against the line of the Men- 
shevik liquidators. It is dealt with in greater detail in the article 
“The Liquidators Exposed” (pp. 45-52 of this volume). p. 34 


Ultimatumism-—a variety of otzovism. See Note 25. p. 37 


God-building-Lenin has in mind the adherents of the so-called “‘god- 
building” trend, an anti-Marxist, religious philosophical and literary 
trend which arose in the period of the Stolypin reaction among a 
section of the Party intellectuals, who broke with Marxism after 
the defeat of the 1905-07 revolution. 

The “god-builders” (Lunacharsky, Bazarov and others) preached 
a new, “socialist” religion, tried to reconcile Marxism with religion. 
The enlarged meeting of the Editorial Board of Proletary condemned 
the “god-building” trend and in a special resolution declared that 
the Bolshevik faction disavowed ‘‘such distortions of scientific so- 
cialism’”. Lenin exposed the reactionary character of ““god-building’”’ 
in his Materialism and Empirio-Criticism. (See V. I. Lenin, Collected 
Works, Vol. 14, p. 367.) p. 37 


The Social Movement in Russia at the Beginning of the Twentieth 
Century—a Menshevik work in five volumes (four of which appeared 
in the years 1909 to 1911), devoted to the history of the Russian 
revolution. The editors were L. Martov, P. Maslov and A. Potresov. 
Plekhanov was originally one of the editors but resigned at the end 
of 1908, as he disagreed with the inclusion, in the first volume, of 
an article by Potresov putting forward liquidationist views. p. 38 


Otkliki Bunda (Bund Comments)—an organ of the Bund Committee 
Abroad. Appeared irregularly in Geneva from 1909 to 1911. p. 44 


Dnevnik Sotsial-Demokrata (Diary of a Social-Democrat)~an organ 
issued irregularly by G. V. Plekhanov between March 1905 
and 1916. In all, 17 issues appeared. p. 45 


Pravda (The Truth)-the Menshevik liquidationist newspaper of 
that name which was published in Vienna in 1908-12, as the 
factional organ of Trotsky. While it made a pretence of being 
“above factions’, the paper put forward the liquidators’ standpoint 
on all fundamental issues and also supported the otzovists and the 
ultimatumists. p. 46 


Osip-a character in N. V. Gogol’s comedy The Inspector-General. 
p. 50 


Empirio-criticism or Machism-—a subjective-idealist trend in bour- 
geois philosophy, that arose at the end of the nineteenth century. 
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It came to be called “Machism” after the Austrian philosopher 
Ernst Mach. Empirio-criticism denies the objective existence of the 
material world and its laws, and regards things as a totality of 
sensations. The philosophical views of the empirio-critics are based 
on the idealistic conception of experience (hence the expression 
“empirio-criticism’, the philosophy of “critical experience’), which 
they understand as the sum total of human experiences, sensations, 
independent of the outer world. 

In his work Materialism and Empirio-Criticism Lenin subjects 
the theory of Mach and his Russian followers, Bogdanov, Bazarov 
and others, to devastating criticism. (See V. I. Lenin, Collected 
Works, Vol. 14, p. 17.) p. 50 


The reference is to the Fifth (All-Russia) Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. that took place in December 1908. Dp: 55 


The Plenary Meeting of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee, known 
as the “Unity” Plenum, was held in Paris from January 2 to 23 
(January 15-February 5), 1910. It was convened against Lenin’s 
wishes, but with the support of Trotsky’s undercover allies: Zino- 
viev, Kamenev and Rykov. In addition to the Bolsheviks, represen- 
tatives of all factions and factional groupings, and also of the “na- 
tional’’ Social-Democratic organisations were present. 

Lenin’s plan for closer relations with the pro-Party Mensheviks 
(Plekhanovites) with a view to combating the liquidators was de- 
feated at the Plenary Meeting, the platform advanced by the con- 
ciliators, Kamenev, Zinoviev and others being adopted. The latter 
demanded the disbandment of all factions, and unity between the 
Bolsheviks, on the one hand, and-the liquidators and Trotskyists, 
on the other. Lenin and his supporters were in a minority, and it 
was only after Lenin’s insistent demand, that the Plenary Meeting 
took a decision to condemn liquidationism and otzovism. Despite 
Lenin’s opposition, the Meeting decided to close down the Bol- 
shevik organ Proletary and to disband the Bolshevik Centre (the 
leading, executive committee of the Bolsheviks). Lenin secured 
the inclusion in the Plenary Meeting resolution of the condition 
that with the disbandment of the Bolshevik Centre, the factional 
centres of the liquidators and otzovists should also be disbanded. 
The Bolsheviks placed the funds belonging to their faction in the 
care of ‘trustees’, members of the German Social-Democratic Party 
(K. Kautsky, F. Mehring, and Clara Zetkin), and it was understood 
that the Bolsheviks could demand the return of the funds placed 
in the hands of the “trustees”, should the Golos and the Vperyod 
groups violate the Plenary Meeting decision tto disband their 
factional centres. 

In spite of Lenin’s protest Menshevik liquidators were elected 
at the Meeting to the leading Party bodies. 

For material regarding Lenin’s fight at the Meeting against the 
Liquidators, Trotskyists and conciliators, see his Notes of a Public- 
ist (pp. 73-97 of this volume). p. 56 
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43 The Vperyod (Forward) group-an anti-Party group of otzovists, 
ultimatumists, god-builders and empirio-monists (followers of the 
reactionary idealistic philosophy of Mach, Avenarius and Bogdanov). 
It was formed in December 1909 on the initiative of A. Bog- 
danov and G. Alexinsky, and had its own magazine of the same title. 
In 1912, the Vperyod group joined forces with the Menshevik li- 
quidators and entered the anti-Party (so-called “August’’) bloc, 
organised by Trotsky with a view to fighting the Bolsheviks. Having 
no support among the workers, the group to all intents and pur- 
poses fell to pieces in 1913. p. 56 


44 The reference is to the leaflet headed A Letter to the Comrades issued 
in Paris on behalf of the Editorial Board of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata 
at the end of March 1910. The purpose of the leaflet was to justify 
the further existence of this factional organ of the Menshevik | 
liquidators, despite the decision of the January Plenary Meeting of 
the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee. p. 64 | 


Diskussionny Listok (Discussion Bulletin)-supplement to Sotsial- 
Demokrat, the Central Organ of the R.S.D.L.P. Appeared from 
March 1910 to April 1911, following a decision of the January | 
Meeting of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee. p. 64 | 


46 Lenin has in mind the letter of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee 
Bureau Abroad, headed “To All Comrades Abroad”, and published 
as a leaflet on March 3 (16), 1910. The letter called on all groups 
of Social-Democrats abroad to submit to the decisions of the Janua- 
ry Meeting of the Central Committee and to close the Party’s ranks. 

The R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee Bureau Abroad [C.C.B.A.] was 
set up by the C.C. Meeting held in August 1908. It was to be the 
Party’s representative abroad, subordinate and accountable to the 
C.C, Bureau in Russia (called the C.C. Russian Bureau), and its ] 
functions included: maintenance of regular contact with C.C. members | 
living abroad; guidance and observation of the activities of 
R.S.D.L.P. supporters’ groups abroad; receipt of funds subscribed 
to the C.C. treasury by organisations abroad. Soon after the January | 
Plenary Meeting, the C.C.B.A. proved to have a majority of liqui- 
dator members and became a centre for the mustering of anti-Party 
forces. The C.C.B.A.’s liquidationist tactics compelled the Leninist 
Bolsheviks to recall their representative from this Bureau. That 
was in May 1911. In January 1912, the C.C.B.A. was disbanded. p. 69 


45 


47 The reference is to the “Open Letter’ of 16 Menshevik liquidators, 
a document which contained liquidationist views. The letter was a 
reply to a statement by Plekhanov, directed against the liquidators 
and their leader, Potresov, published in No. 9 of Dnevnik 
Sotsial-Demokrata. p. 69 


48 Tassalleans and Eisenachers-two trends in the German working- 


class movement in the 1860s and the early 1870s. 
Lassalleans—supporters and followers of Ferdinand Lassalle. The 
members of the General Association of German Workers, founded 
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by Lassalle in 1863, were the core of the Lassalleans, who considered 
that with the aid of producers’ co-operatives supported by the 
capitalist state, capitalism could peacefully develop into socialism. 
The Lassalleans conducted propaganda in favour of replacing the 
revolutionary struggle of the working class by a struggle for uni- 
versal suffrage and by peaceful parliamentary activity. 

Eisenachers—supporters of Marxism, who were under the in- 
fluence of Marx and Engels. Led by Wilhelm Liebknecht and August 
Bebel, they founded the Social-Democratic Labour Party of Germany 
at a congress held in Eisenach in 1869. 

A bitter struggle went on between the Lassalleans and the 
Eisenachers regarding the unification of Germany and parliamentary 
tactics. Influenced by the upsurge in the working-class movement 
and increased government persecution, the two parties held a con- 
gress in 1875 at Gotha, where they merged to found the United 
Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany. The Lassalleans constituted 
the opportunist wing of that Party. p. 73 


The reference is to the resolution entitled “The State of Affairs in 
the Party”, condemning liquidationism and otzovism, which was 
adopted by the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee Meeting held in Paris 
from January 2 to 23 (January 15 to February 5), 1910. p. 81 


Nasha Zarya (Our Dawn)-a monthly magazine of the liquidators 

that appeared legally in St. Petersburg from 1910 to 1914. 
Vozrozhdeniye (Regeneration)-a magazine of liquidators that 

appeared in Moscow from 1908 to July 1910. p. 82 


The reference is to the expropriation for revolutionary purposes of 
money belonging to the government. p. 89 


Jaurés-ists—followers of Jean Jaurés, the leader of the opportunist 
wing of the French Socialist Party (Parti Socialiste Frangaise). 

Hervé-ists~followers of Gustav Hervé, who represented the ultra- 
Left, anarcho-syndicalist trend in the working-class movement. 

Guesde-ists-supporters of Jules Guesde, leader of the Left, 
Marxist trend among the French socialists. In 1901, the Guesde-ists 
formed the Socialist Party of France (Parti Socialiste de France), 
which fought the opportunists in the French labour movement and 
opposed the policy of agreements with the bourgeoisie, and so- 
cialists becoming members of bourgeois governments. 

In 1905, the revolutionary and the reformist trends united and 
formed a single Socialist Party. From the very outset of the new 
Party's existence differences arose, primarily on the question of the 
attitude to bourgeois democracy. The Jaurés-ists considered that a 
smooth peaceful transition could take place from capitalism to so- 
cialism, through a series of reforms, and saw the Party’s main task 
to be that of increasing its representation in parliament. The Guesde- 
ists, on the other hand, while not denying that reforms were of 
some benefit to the working class, vigorously opposed any over- 
estimation of them and pointed out that the best of reforms would 
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not abolish the foundations of capitalist exploitation, and hence 
would not eliminate the need for the proletariat to seize power in 
order to bring about a social revolution. 

In the inner-Party struggle the Jaurés-ists repeatedly joined with 
the Hervé-ists against the Guesde-ists. It was this bloc that Lenin 
had in mind. p. 91 


The Otzovist school at X-a school for propagandists and agitators 
set up by Bogdanov (Maximov), Alexinsky and Lunacharsky on the 
Isle of Capri in 1909. Maxim Gorky participated in the venture. 
The school was a factional centre of the otzovists, ultimatumists 
and god-builders, who joined forces to fight the Bolsheviks. Mak- 
ing a display of loyalty to the Party, the organisers of the school 
persuaded some of the local Social-Democratic organisations to send 
students. Thirteen came to the school, but after a time some of 
them, led by the worker N. Y. Vilonov, saw its factional character, 
and in November 1909 broke definitely with the organisers of the 
new faction. They sent a statement to the editors of Proletary in 
which they protested against the anti-Party conduct of the tutors, 
and as a result were expelled from the school. At Lenin’s invitation 
they went to Paris where they attended a course of lectures, includ- 
ing some by Lenin. The Otzovist school functioned for nearly four 
months, and in December 1909, those of the students who remained 
at Capri, along with the tutors, formed the anti-Party Vperyod 
group. The Conference of the extended Editorial Board of Proletary 
condemned the Capri school as a “new centre for the faction that 
is splitting away from the Bolsheviks”. p. 91 
The magazine Sozialistische Monatshette (Socialist Monthly)-the 
chief organ of the revisionists among the German Social-Democrats; 
appeared in Berlin from 1897 to 1933. Among its contributors were 
E. Bernstein, K. Schmidt and E. David. 

The magazine ridiculed the resolution on ‘Party Tactics”, di- 
rected against the German revisionists, which was adopted by the 
German Social-Democratic Congress held in Dresden in September 
1903. In this resolution the Party declared its opposition to Social- 
Democrats participating in a bourgeois government. 

At the International Socialist Congress held in Amsterdam in 
August 1904, the Dresden resolution was almost entirely reproduced 
in the resolution on “International Rules Governing Socialist Tactics’. 

Ministerialists, ministerial ‘‘socialism’’—terms that became cur- 
rent in 1899, in connection with the entry of the French socialist 
Millerand into a bourgeois government. p. 95 


Vekhi (Landmarks)-Cadet collection of articles by N. Berdyaev, 
S. Bulgakov, P. Struve, M. Herschensohn and other representatives 
of the counter-revolutionary liberal bourgeoisie; published in Mos- 
cow in 1909. In their articles on the Russian intelligentsia the Vekhi 
contributors tried to discredit the revolutionary-democratic tradi- 
tions of the best representatives of the Russian people, vilified the 
revolutionary movement of 1905 and thanked the tsarist govern- 
ment for having “with its bayonets and jails’ saved the bourgeoi- 
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sie from “the wrath of the people’. Lenin called Vekhi, which 
appealed to the intelligentsia to serve the autocracy, an “encyclo- 
pacdia of liberal apostasy”. p. 95 


The reference is to the five volumes of The Social Movement 
in Russia at the Beginning of the Twentieth Century. See Note 35. 

p. 96 
Rabochaya Gazeta (Workers’ Gazette)-a popular Bolshevik paper 
that appeared irregularly in Paris from October 30 (November 12), 
1910 to July 30 (August 12), 1912. In all, there were nine issues. 
Rabochaya Gazeta was founded by a group of Bolsheviks headed 
by Lenin and was supported by the pro-Party Mensheviks. The 
Prague Conference held in 1912 noted the resolute and consistent 
line of the paper in defence of the Party and Party loyalty and 
declared it the official organ of the Central Committee of the 
R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks). p. 98 


The reference is to the resolution “On Otzovism and Ultimatumism” 
written by Lenin and adopted by the Conference of the extended 
Editorial Board of Proletary. The resolution noted that ‘Bolshevism, 
as a definite trend within the R.S.D.L.P., has nothing in common with 
otzovism and ultimatumism, and that the Bolshevik wing of the 
Party must most resolutely combat these deviations from the path 
of revolutionary Marxism”. p. 103 


Lenin has in mind the sixteen Menshevik liquidators who signed 
the “Open Letter’ (see Note 47). p. 109 


Neue Zeit—a magazine of German Social-Democracy that appeared 
in Stuttgart from 1883 to 1923. From the time of Engels’s death, 
] that is, from the middle 1890s, articles by revisionists regularly 
appeared in its columns. p. 118 
61 Neue Rheinische Zeitung-a revolutionary paper published in 
Cologne from June 1, 1848 to May 19, 1849. It was directed by 
Marx and Engels. p. 120 


Lenin has in mind the “Tactical Resolution on the Agrarian Ques- 
tion” adopted by the Fourth (Unity) Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. 
(1906). p. 121 


The reference is to Marx’s “The Berlin Counter-Revolution”, an 
article that appeared in Neue Rheinische Zeitung of September 13, 
1848. The article was included in Volume III (pp. 192-96) of Aus dem 
literarischen Nachlass von Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels und Ferdi- 
nand Lassalle, Stuttgart, issued by Franz Mehring in 1902. When 
Lenin speaks of Mehring’s ridicule, he has in mind Mehring’s in- 
troduction to the volume, pp, 53-54. p. 121 


63 


ir 


Lenin is referring to his editorial “The Boycott’ which appeared in 
Proletary on August 21, 1906. (See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 
Vol. 11, pp. 141-49.) p. 124 
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The Bulygin Dunia-the advisory “representative assembly” which 
the tsarist government intended to convene in 1905. The Bill for 
its convocation and the Regulations governing the elections to it 
were drafted by a commission presided over by Bulygin, Minister 
of the Interior, and published together with the tsar’s Manifesto on 
August 6 (19), 1905. The Bolsheviks declared an active boycott of 
the Bulygin Duma. The Duma was swept away by the revolution 
before the government could convene it. p. 124 


Lenin intended to write an essay on the history of the Russian rev- 
olution, based on statistics he had collected. 

According to his calculations, it was to have been a book or 
pamphlet of about 300 pages, but he failed to write it as originally 
intended, He only succeeded in writing an article “Strike Statistics 
in Russia’, which, as he put it, was a “first approach on the subject’. 
(See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 16, pp. 393-421.) pvl25 


On October 17, 1905, at the height of the general political strike 
and the broad development of the revolution, a tsar’s Manifesto 
was published. Promising civil liberties and a legislative Duma, 
the Manifesto was meant to deceive the masses, was a_ trick 
designed to lull the gullible, to gain time for an attack on the rev- 
olution. After October 17, however, the working class and the 
peasantry continued their revolutionary struggle against the 
autocracy,. p. 122 


The reference is to the armed uprising of Moscow’s workers against 
the autocracy in December 1905. For nine days the workers, led 
by the Moscow Bolsheviks, waged a heroic struggle at the barri- 
cades against the tsar’s troops. Only the arrival of military units 
from St. Petersburg enabled the government to suppress the rebel- 
lion, The tsarist government displayed unparalleled cruelty towards 
the rebels. The working-class quarters flowed with the blood of the 
workers, thousands of whom in Moscow and its environs were 
killed. p. 127 


See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, 
p. 264. p. 128 


See Note 112. 


Lenin has in mind the Unity Plenary Meeting of the R.S.D.L.P. 
Central Committee held in January 1910. See Note 42. p. 133 


Novoye Vremya (New Times)-—a newspaper that appeared in St. Pe- 
tersburg from 1868 to October 1917. At first it was moderately 
liberal, but from 1876 it became an organ of the reactionary nobil- 
ity and bureaucracy. The paper carried on a fight not only against 
the revolutionary movement, but also against the liberal-bourgeois 
movement. From 1905 onwards, it was one of the organs of the 
Black Hundreds. p. 137 


Russkoye Bogatstvo (Russian Wealth)-a monthly magazine, pub- 
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lished in St. Petersburg from 1876 to the middle of 1918. In the 
early 1890s it was the organ of the liberal Narodniks, and from 
1906, the organ of the Popular Socialists. The magazine preached 
conciliation with the tsarist government and repudiation of revo- 
lutionary struggle; it carried on a bitter fight against Marxism 


p. 139 
The reference is to the fable The Fox and the Grapes by I. A. Krylov. 
p. 140 
About the Economists see Note 15. p. 140 


“Experienced people” or “experienced persons’’—advisers to members 
of the Social-Democratic group of the Third State Duma. Most of 
them were liquidators. 

The “experienced people” tried to channel the Bolshevik Party’s 
activity in an opportunist direction, taking advantage of the fact 
that leading members of the Party were underground and could 
not take part legally in the work of the Duma group. 

At the Conference of the extended Editorial Board of Proletary 
held in June 1909, Lenin proposed that several Bolsheviks should 
begin to work legally, with a view to assisting the members of 
the Duma group. The Conference decided to set up a committee 
to assist the Duma group. Lenin was one of those elected. p. 143 


The meeting of the Second Paris group of the R.S.D.L.P. took place 
on June 18 (July 1), 1911. The First R.S.D.L.P. group was 
Menshevik. p. 152 


The reference is to the Meeting of Members of the R.S.D.L.P. 
Central Committee Living Abroad (called the C.C. members’ 
meeting) that was organised by Lenin and took place in Paris from 
May 28 to June 4 (June 10-17), 1911. 

The purpose of the Meeting was to make the arrangements 
for an immediate Plenary Meeting of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Com- 
mittee and a Party conference. By that time all the Bolshevik C.C. 
members active in Russia had been arrested, and the C.C. Bureau 
Abroad, which consisted of liquidators, refused to convene a Ple- 
nary Meeting abroad. The Meeting was attended by three Bol- 
sheviks, two representatives of the Social-Democratic Party of Po- 
land and Lithuania, and one representative of the Lettish Social- 
Democratic Labour Party. The Meeting was also attended by 
a Menshevik (a Golos supporter) and a representative of the Bund, 
but they both left before the end of the proceedings. 

The C.C. members’ Meeting took a decision to convene a 
C.C. Plenary Meeting abroad. An Organising Commission was set up 
to convene an All-Russia Conference, and a Technical Committee 
Abroad (T.C.A.) to handle the Party’s publishing, transport and 
other arrangements. 

The Meeting condemned the anti-Party behaviour of the 
Central Committee Bureau Abroad and decided to place before the 
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Plenum the question of whether the C.C.B.A. should continue its 
existence. The announcement about the C.C. members’ Meeting 
was issued as a leaflet in which Party organisations were asked to 
get in touch with the Organising Commission and to set about the 
practical work of convening a Party conference. The local Party 
organisations endorsed the decisions of the C.C. members’ 
Meeting. p. 155 


The Fifth (London) Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. took place from 
April 30 to May 19 (May 13-June 1), 1907. In a resolution on “The 
Attitude to Non-Proletarian Parties’’ the Congress stated that joint 
action with the Narodnik parties (which represented the interests 
of the peasantry and the urban petty bourgeoisie) ‘“‘must exclude 
every possibility of departure at all from the Social-Democratic 
programme and tactics, and only serve the aim of a joint attack on 
both reaction and the treacherous tactics of the liberal bourgeoisie”. 

By the Party Conference of July 1907 is meant the Third Con- 
ference of the R.S.D.L.P. which took place on July 21-23 (August 
3-5), 1907, and which in a resolution on participation in the State 
Duma elections confirmed the point that “in the election campaign 
and in the Duma itself Social-Democrats should popularise and 
instil the idea of socialism and revolutionary slogans into the peo- 
ple’s minds, and carry on a determined struggle against both reac- 
tion and Cadet leadership of the liberation movement in general 
and of the Duma in particular”. p. 160 


Mountain and Gironde-the two political groups of the bourgeoi- 
sie during the French Revolution at the close of the eighteenth 
century. Montagnards or Jacobins was the name given to the more 
resolute representatives of the bourgeoisie, the revolutionary class 
of the time; they stood for the abolition of the feudal system. The 
Girondists, in distinction to them, vacillated between revolution and 
counter-revolution, and their policy was one of compromise with 
the monarchy. p. 162 


Rural Superintendent~a post in tsarist Russia established in 1889 
to enable the landed nobility to subordinate the peasantry adminis- 
tratively. The holder of this post combined administrative and legal 
authority over the local peasant population. Each uyezd (rural 
district) had several Rural Superintendents appointed from among 
the local landed nobility. p. 163 


Chambre introuvable-the name given by Louis XVIII to the counter- 
revolutionary French Chamber of Deputies that was elected follow- 
ing the restoration of the Bourbons in August 1815. The member- 
ship of the Chamber was so reactionary that for fear of a new rev- 
olutionary outbreak Louis was compelled to dissolve it. p. 181 


Lenin has in mind the preface written by P. B. Struve to the 
pamphlet containing a confidential memorandum of the Finance 
Minister S. Witte. Issued under the title of The Autocracy and the 
Zemstvo the pamphlet was published by the Marxist magazine 
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Zarya in 1901. In his memorandum Witte sought to prove that Zem- 
stvo was incompatible with tsarism. As for Struve, he criticised tsar- 
ism for persecuting the Zemstvo from the viewpoint of a bourgeois 
liberal. 

Lenin examined Witte’s memorandum and Struve’s preface in 
his article “The Persecutors of the Zemstvo and the Hannibals of 
Liberalism’. (See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 5, pp. Se) 

p. 18 


Mymretsov-a coarse and ignorant policeman, a character in 
G. I. Uspensky’s story ‘The Sentry”. p. 185 


The reference is to the application made by the Bolsheviks to the 
Cc. Bureau Abroad on November 22 (December 5), 1910. They 
demanded that a C.C. Plenary Meeting be immediately convened to 
settle the question of the return of the Bolshevik faction’s finances 
that had been placed with “trustees’’, members of the German 
Social-Democratic Party (Note 42 deals with this in greater detail). 
The application was signed by Lenin and other participants in the 
C.C. Plenary Meeting of 1910. p. 190 


86 The Sixth (Prague) All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. took 


place on January 5-17 (18-30), 1912, more than 20 Party organisa- 
tions being represented, and was the equivalent of a Party Congress. 
It dealt with the following items: Report of the Russian Organis- 
ing Commission; reports from the localities and a report of the 
Central Organ; definition of the terms of reference; the current 

} situation and the Party’s tasks; the elections to the Fourth State 

} Duma; liquidationism; other business. Lenin spoke on the main 
items on the agenda and drafted resolutions on the principal points 
dealt with by the Conference. 

The Prague Conference expelled the Menshevik liquidators from 
the R.S.D.L.P., and ended for all time the formal unity of the Bol- 
sheviks and the Mensheviks in one party. A Central Committee was 
elected at the Conference, and a Russian Bureau of the C.C. was 
set up to direct Party work in Russia. 

This volume gives a selection of the resolutions adopted at the 
Conference. p. 193 


87 The Lena shootings—the reference is to the shooting down of the 

strikers at the Lena gold mines in Siberia. On April 4 (17), 1912, 

] workers on strike set off with their wives and children to request 
the management to secure the release of the arrested members of 

the strike committee. The demonstrators were shot down by tsarist 

troops, 270 workers being killed and 250 wounded. The workers 

of Russia responded to the Lena shootings with a political strike 

that affected the big industrial centres. In many places the strikes, 

in which more than half a million took part, were accompanied 

by stormy political demonstrations. p. 199 


Duplicate candidates—Lenin has in mind the threat of the Men- 


shevik liquidators to put up their own candidates in the workers’ 
curia in the elections to the Fourth Duma. p. 203 
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89 Zhivoye Dyelo (Vital Cause)-a daily paper issued by Menshevik 
liquidators that appeared legally in St. Petersburg in 1912. Sixteen 
issues were published. p. 204 


% Nevsky Golos (Neva Voice)~a paper published legally by 
Menshevik liquidators in St. Petersburg from May to August 1912. 
p. 205 


9 Listok Golosa Sotsial-Demokrata (Bulletin of "The Voice of a Social- 
Democrat’’)-organ of the Menshevik liquidators; appeared in Paris 
between June 1911 and July 1912. Six issues appeared altogether. 

p. 206 | 


9 Lewica-the Left wing of the petty-bourgeois nationalist Polish 
Socialist Party (P.S.P.), which formed an independent faction in 1906 
after the split in the P.S.P. While not completely renouncing nation- 
alism, the Lewica abandoned a number of nationalist demands 
and terrorist methods of struggle. On tactical questions it approx- 
imated to the Russian Menshevik liquidators. During the First 
World War a large section of the Lewica took an internationalist 
stand and drew close to the Polish Social-Democratic Party; in 
December 1918 the two parties formed the Communist Workers’ 
Party of Poland. p. 206 


% The Progressists-the party of the counter-revolutionary liberal- 
monarchist bourgeoisie and landlords. Originally the Progressists 
were a group in the Third Duma, made up of members of 
the bourgeois-landlord parties, “The Party of Peaceful Renova- 
tion” and “The Party of Democratic Reform’. In November 
1912, they formed a regular party, with a programme which 
demanded a moderate constitution with limited franchise, a number 
of petty reforms, a ministry “responsible” to the Duma and the | 
vigorous suppression of the revolutionary movement, p. 208 | 


% Rech-a daily paper, the central organ of the Cadet Party. It ap- 
peared in St. Petersburg from 1906 to October 26 (November 8), 
1917, when it was closed down. p. 208 


% The reference is to the Conference of liquidators, which took place 
in Vienna in August 1912, and at which the anti-Party, so-called 
August, bloc was formed. Trotsky was its organiser. The Conference 
was attended by representatives of the Bund, the Transcaucasian 
Regional Committee, the Social-Democratic movement of the Latvian 
territory, and liquidator groups existing abroad, namely, the editc- 
rial boards of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, Trotsky’s Vienna Pravda 
and the Vperyod group. Delegates were sent from Russia by the 
St. Petersburg and Moscow “initiating groups” of liquidators and 
the editorial boards of the liquidator publications Nasha Zarya 
and Nevsky Golos. The overwhelming majority of the delegates 
were people who lived abroad and had become isolated from the 
working class of Russia. 
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The Conference adopted decisions in the liquidationist spirit 
on all questions of Social-Democratic tactics and declared against 
the existence of the illegal Party. Made up as it was of ill-assorted 
elements, the August bloc began to break up at the Conference 
itself. The liquidators were unable to elect a Central Committec 
and confined themselves to setting up an Organising Committee. 
The blows dealt the August bloc by the Bolsheviks caused its early 
collapse. p. 209 


Russkiye Vedomosti (Russian Recorder)—a daily newspaper published 
in Moscow from 1863; it expressed the interests of the liberal 
landlords and bourgeoisie. In 1905, it became the organ of the 
Right Cadets. Soon after the October Revolution it was closed down. 

p. 218 


The Cracow Conterence of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee and 
Party Workers—for reasons of secrecy called the “February” Confer- 
ence—actually took place from December 26, 1912 to January 
1, 1913 (January 8-14, 1913) in Cracow. It was attended by fourteen 
people, including the Bolshevik Deputies in the Fourth State Duma. 

In this volume we give a selection of the resolutions adopted 
at the Cracow Conference. p. 226 


The insurance campaign. The reference is to the struggle that flared 
up around the elections to the insurance bodies, the sick benefit 
societies, The struggle followed the introduction on July 23, 1912, 
by the tsarist government of a workers’ insurance law, which 
covered a mere 20 per cent of the workers. The Bolsheviks made 
use of these elections to intensify their revolutionary activity, which 
aimed at winning over the workers’ legal organisations and so- 
cieties. By a combination of legal and illegal work, the Bolsheviks 
established their influence in the insurance bodies. p. 226 


Luch (The Ray)-a daily newspaper of the Menshevik liquidators, 
published legally in St. Petersburg from September 1912 to July 
1913. It was maintained, as Lenin said, “by funds provided by rich 
bourgeois friends”. p. 232 


Pravda (The Truth)-a daily Bolshevik paper that appeared legally 
in St. Petersburg, was founded on the initiative of the St. Petersburg 
workers in April 1912. It was a mass workers’ paper, whose publi- 
cation was made possible by funds collected by the workers them- 
selves. Lenin, who was abroad at the time, guided Pravda, writing 
items for it almost daily and getting the Party's best literary forces 
to contribute to it. 

Pravda was constantly persecuted by the police. In a period of 
two years and three months the tsarist government closed it down 
eight times, but it reappeared under different titles: Rabochaya 
Pravda (Workers’ Truth), Severnaya Pravda (Northern Truth), Prav- 
da Truda (Labour's Truth), Za Pravdu (For the Truth), Proletarskaya 
Pravda (Proletarian Truth), Put Pravdy (Path of Truth), Rabochy 
(Worker), Trudovaya Pravda (Toilers’ Truth). On July 8 (21), 1914, 


332 NOTES 


104 


102 
103 


104 


105 


106 


107 


10 


to] 


109 


110 


it was suppressed. Publication of Pravda was renewed only after 
the February revolution, when it began, from March 5 (18), to 
appear as the Central Organ of the R.S.D.L.P. On July 5 (18), 1917, 
the editorial offices were wrecked by Cossacks and army Cadets. 
Owing to persecution by the Provisional Government it had to fre- 
quently change its name. Since October 27 (November 9), 1917, it 
has appeared under its old title. p. 242 


The reference is to the Menshevik draft agrarian programme of the 
Party adopted at the Fourth (Unity) Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. by 
a majority of 62 votes to 42 with 7 abstentions. p. 245 


See Note 49, p. 246 


The reference is to the statement introduced to the Plenary Meeting 
in 1910 by L. Trotsky, and the representatives of the Social- 
Democratic Party of Poland and Lithuania and the Lettish Social- 
Democratic Party. The full text of the statement is given on p. 85 
of this volume in the “Notes of a Publicist’. p. 248 


Osvobozhdeniye (Emancipation)-a bourgeois-liberal fortnightly 
magazine published abroad in 1902-05 under P. B. Struve’s editorship. 


p. 254 
The reference is to the tsar’s Manifesto of October 17, 1905. See 
Note 67. p. 254 


Lenin has in mind the law of December 11 (24), 1905 on convening a 
“legislative” State Duma, that was published by the tsarist govern- 
ment at the height of the armed uprising in Moscow. The First 
Duma, elected under the law of December 11, was Cadet-dominated, 
the landlords and capitalists possessing an overwhelming majority 
in it. p. 255 


Lenin uses the term Sabler’s parsons for those of the clergy who, 
on the instructions of the reactionary Sabler, Procurator General of 
the Synod (who was the Chief of the Church Administration and 
enjoyed Ministerial rights), took an active part in the Fourth Duma 
elections with a view to securing the election of deputies suitable 
to the tsarist government. p. 255 


Three pillars—the principal slogans of the Bolsheviks in the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution, namely: a democratic republic, an 
eight-hour day and confiscation of the landed estates. 

The Sixth (Prague) All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., 
which took place in January 1912, put these demands forward as 
the Party’s principal slogans during the Fourth Duma _ election 
campaign. p. 260 


Lenin uses the expression ‘Marxist body” as a disguised reference 
to the All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P., held in December 


1908. p. 271 
Lenin has in mind the Plenary Meeting of the R.S.D.L.P. Central 
Committee that was held in 1910. See Note 42. p. 273 
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The Emancipation of Labour group was the first Russian Marxist 
group. It was founded by G. V. Plekhanov in Geneva in 1883. The 
group existed until the Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. (held in 
1903). 

The Emancipation of Labour group did a great deal to spread 
Marxism in Russia. It translated into Russian the Manifesto of the 
Communist Party by Marx and Engels, Marx’s Wage-Labour and 
Capital, Engels’s Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, and others, had 
them printed abroad and then distributed in Russia. G. V. Plekhanov 
and his Emancipation of Labour group dealt telling blows at 
Narodism. The group, however, committed serious mistakes, which 
contained the rudiments of the future Menshevik views of Plekha- 
nov and other of its members. p. 274 


Zemstvo, Zemstvo institutions—organs of local self-government set 
up by the tsarist autocracy under the impact of the extensive 
revolutionary-democratic movement of the 1860s. The rights of the 
Zemstvos were extremely limited, being confined to the purely eco- 
nomic, and in part cultural fields (agronomic aid to peasants, road 
building, hospital and school building, organisation of economic 
statistics, etc.). Thanks to the high electoral qualifications the land- 
lords and government officials were able to play a decisive role in 
the Zemstvo bodies, As a social phenomenon, the Zemstvo move- 
ment expressed the oppositional sentiments of the liberal intelli- 
gentsia towards the autocracy. The Zemstvo campaign was car- 
ried on by bourgeois liberal members of Zemstvo bodies from the 
autumn of 1904 to January 1905. They made oppositional speeches 
and adopted resolutions containing moderate constitutional demands 
at Zemstvo meetings and banquets. The new, Menshevik Editorial 
Board of Iskra addressed a confidential letter (written by Axelrod) 
to the Party, in which the workers were asked to support the 
Zemstvo campaign by presenting their demands at Zemstvo meet- 
ings. This opportunist plan of the new Iskra, which assigned to 
the workers who were advancing towards revolution the job of 
“gingering’” the bourgeois liberals, was severely criticised by Lenin 
in his article “The Zemstvo Campaign and Iskra’s Plan’ (see 
V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 7, pp. 497-518). p. 275 


Lenin is referring to the following two of the three ‘pillars’, or 
principal slogans of the Bolsheviks, namely, a democratic republic 
and confiscation of the landed estates. See Note 108. p. 279 


Lenin is referring to the number of workers’ groups that sent 
financial contributions to the St. Petersburg Social-Democratic press. 
In 1914, the Bolshevik press received contributions from 2,873 
workers’ groups (or 81.1 per cent of the total registered), whereas 
the liquidators’ papers received contributions from 671 workers’ 
groups (or 18.9 per cent}. This is dealt with in greater detail in the 
article “Objective Data on the Strength of the Various Trends in 
the Working-Class Movement”. (See pp. 291-95 of this volume.) p. 279 
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115 Left Narodniks—the Socialist-Revolutionaries (S.R.s). See Note 7. 
p. 282 


118 Pro-Party Bolsheviks—a group of Bolsheviks who took a conciliato- 
ry attitude towards liquidationism and otzovism. Formed in 1909, 
the group played a negative part at the “Unity” Plenary Meeting 
of the Central Committee in January 1910, inducing it to close the 
Bolshevik Proletary, subsidise Trotsky’s Pravda published in Vienna, 
etc. After the January Meeting, the conciliators obtained a majority 
in the Russian Bureau of the Central Committee and in the C.C. 
Bureau Abroad. In Russia, the conciliators included people who 
sincerely wanted unity based on Bolshevik principles, but most of 
them opposed Lenin’s line of a bloc of Bolsheviks and pro-Party 
Mensheviks and joint publication of Rabochaya Gazeta. Instead, 
they advocated unprincipled unity between the Bolsheviks and 
diverse groups that had no support among the masses but laid claim 
to predominant influence in the Party and secretly assisted the 
liquidators and otzovists. After the decision of the June 1911 Cen- 
tral Committee Meeting to hold a Party conference, the conciliators 
opposed the convocation of such a conference and issued a faction- 
al platform in the shape of a leaflet urging unity with the Vperyod 
group and the Trotskyists. Lenin described the conciliators as 
“inconsistent Trotskyists’, “‘echoers of Trotsky’, etc. He exposed 
their views in the articles “Resolution Adopted by the Second 
Paris Group of the R.S.D.L.P. on the State of Affairs in the Party. 
Introduction”, ‘‘The New Faction of Conciliators, or the Virtuous”, 
and “The Climax of the Party Crisis’. p. 283 


Troublous Times—the term used by Russian historians before the 
October Revolution when referring to the period of the peasant 
war and struggle of the Russian people against the Polish and 
Swedish intervention at the beginning of the seventeenth century. 

In 1608, Polish troops led by Dmitry the Impostor the Second, 
the creature of the Polish nobility, who tried to pass him off as the 
young son of the Russian tsar, Ivan the Terrible, came close to 
Moscow and camped in the village of Tushino. There a govern- 
ment consisting of Dmitry the Impostor and his court was set up 
in opposition to the Moscow government. Some of the Russian 
nobility and boyars, desirous of being on the winning side in any 
eventuality, kept changing over, supporting the camp of the Moscow 
government one day, and that of the Tushino government the next. 
They were nicknamed “Tushino turncoats”. p. 289 


48 The Brussels “Unity” Conference convened by the Executive Com- 
mittee of the International Socialist Bureau to discuss the possibility 
of restoring unity in the R.S.D.L.P. took place on July 16-18 (new 
style), 1914. The following were represented at the Conference: the 
C.C. of the R.S.D.L.P. (Bolsheviks): the Organising Committee (of 
the Mensheviks) and its affiliated organisations, the Caucasian 
Regional Committee and the Borba group (supporters of Trotsky); 
the Social-Democratic group in the Duma (Mensheviks); Plekhanov’s 
“Yedinstvo” (Unity) group; the Vperyod group; and the Bund; 
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representatives of the Social-Democrats of the Latvian territory, 
and of Lithuania and Poland were also present. 

The report of the R.S.D.L.P. Central Committee, written by Lenin 
on July 6-13, was read out at the Conference in French by Inessa 
Armand. Lenin, who was in Poronin (Galicia) at the time, guided 
the work of the Bolshevik delegation at the Conference. 

Despite the fact that the Conference was to have been confined 
to an exchange of views and to have taken no obligatory decisions, 
a resolution by Kautsky on R.S.D.L.P. unity was put to the 
vote and adopted by a majority. The Bolsheviks and the Lettish 
Social-Democrats refused to participate in the vote on the matter. 

p. 296 


This refers to the following: (1) the Sixth (Prague) All-Russia 
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. held in January 1912; (2) the C.C. 
Conference with Party workers (called for reasons of secrecy, the 
“February’’ Conference) that was held at Cracow in December 1912- 
January 1913, and (3) the C.C. Conference with Party workers that 
took place from September 23 to October 1 (October 6 to 14), 1913 
in the village of Poronin (not far from Cracow), where Lenin lived 
during the summer. For reasons of secrecy it was called the “sum- 
mer” conference. Twenty-two representatives of Bolshevik organisa- 
tions were present at the Conference which, under Lenin's direction, 
discussed the following items: reports from the localities; the report 
of the C.C.; the national question; Social-Democratic activity in the 
Duma; organisation and a Party congress; the strike movement, and 
other business. The reports from the localities showed a further up- 
swing of the working-class movement. The Conference proclaimed 
the need for country-wide unity of the Party’s activity to ensure 
guidance of the actions of the working class on an_all-Russia 
scale. p. 296 


The reference is to the resolution on ‘‘Militarism and International 
Conflicts” adopted at the Stuttgart Congress of the Second Interna- 
tional in August 1907, and to the Manifesto on War adopted in 
November 1912 at the Basle Congress of the Second International. 
Both documents called on the Social-Democrats of all countries to 
fight against imperialist wars of plunder and, in the event of their 
outbreak, to use the crisis created by the war to fight for socialist 
revolution. The Second International leaders voted for these reso- 
lutions, but in 1914, when the First World War broke out, sup- 
ported their respective imperialist governments. p. 302 


Gaponade-so called after the priest Gapon, who, as an agent of the 
tsarist secret police, organised a procession of workers to the 
Winter Palace to present a petition of their needs to the tsar. The 
procession, which took place on January 9, 1905, was a peaceful 
one, but, on orders from the tsar, troops shot down the unarmed 
workers. January 9 marked the beginning of the 1905-07 
Revolution. p. 303 
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122 Rabochaya Mysl (Workers’ Thought)—a newspaper of the Econo- 
mists, appeared in 1897-1902. 

Rabocheye Dyelo (Workers’ Cause)—a magazine of the Econo- 

mists, published in Geneva in 1899-1902. p. 304 


13 Lenin has in view Marxism and Liquidationism. A Symposium of 
Articles on the Fundamental Issues of the Modern Labour 
Movement Part Two. It was issued by the Priboi Pub- 
lishers in July 1914. The symposium contained articles against the 
liquidators and was designed to assist class-conscious workers to 
understand the essence of liquidationism and the differences between 
the Bolsheviks and the liquidators. For technical reasons and due 
to the censorship, only Part Two appeared. p. 309 
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A 


Alexinsky, G. A. (b. 1879)-So- 


cial-Democrat. In 1905 took 
part in the work of the Mos- 
cow Social-Democratic organi- 
sation. In 1907 was a Deputy 
of the Second Duma, and a 
member of the S.D. group. 

After the defeat of the 1905- 
07 revolution joined the 
otzovists. 

After the October (1917) 
Revolution, became an active 
counter-revolutionary, and 
then a whiteguard émigré.— 
75, 76, 89, 90, 248 
An-—pseudonym of N. N. Jorda- 
nia (1870-1953)—leader of the 
Caucasian Mensheviks. During 
the years of reaction was a 
liquidator. 

In 1918-21 was Chairman of 
the Menshevik government of 
Georgia. After its downfall 
became a whiteguard émigré. 
-96, 251, 277, 278, 279 
Anton-—pseudonym of M. S. Ma- 
kadzyub (b. 1876)-a prom- 
inent Menshevik liquidator, 
who after the October Revolu- 
tion abandoned political activ- 
ity. -—69 
Avgustovsky-see Yezhov. 
Avksentyev, N. D. (1878-1943)— 
a leader of the Right wing of 
the _Socialist-Revolutionary 
Party. After the October Revo- 
lution was one of the organi- 
sers of counter-revolutionary 
attacks on the Soviet Repub- 
lic.—206 
Axelrod, P. B. (1850-1928)-a 
founder, leader and theoreti- 
cian of Menshevism. In 1905 
put forward the idea of a 
“Jabour congress”. During the 


years of reaction was leader 
of the liquidators. 

After the October Revolution 
fled from the country and 
advocated armed intervention 
against the U.S.S.R.-5, 6, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 38, 64, 71, 74, 75, 
76, 89, 90, 225, 239, 250, 275 


B 


Bebel, August (1840-1913)-a 


turner by trade, was one of 
the founders and leaders of 
German Social-Democracy and 
of the Second International. 
Was repeatedly elected to the 
Reichstag as a Social-Demo- 
cratic Party representative. A 
disciple of Marx and Engels. 
Fought against opportunism 
in the Party and in the inter- 
national working-class move- 
ment.—120, 168, 169 


Bennigsen, E. P. (b, 1875)—a big 


landowner, was a member of 
the Third and Fourth State 
Dumas. Belonged to the Octo- 
brist Party.—288 


Bernstein, Eduard (1850-1932)-a 


leader of the opportunist wing 
of the German Social-Demo- 
cratic Party and of the Second 
International. At the close of 
the nineteenth century deman- 
ded the revision of Marxism, 
and the abandonment of the 
struggle for a socialist revo- 
lution. In the opinion of 
Bernstein and his supporters, 
all Social-Democratic activity 
should consist in the struggle 
for reforms within the frame- 
work of capitalist society.— 
12, 164, 214 


Bismarck, Otto Eduard (1815- 


1898) —prince, monarchist, 
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Prussian statesman. In 1871-90 
was first Chancellor of the 
German Empire. He united 
with “blood and iron’ the 
small, separate German states 
into a single German Empire 
headed by Junker Prussia. 
Employed the Anti-Socialist 
Exceptional Law to combat 
the ever-increasing growth 
and influence of the German 
Social-Democrats.—168, 259 
Bissolati, Leonida (1857-1920) 
-one of the founders of the 
Italian Socialist Party, in 
which he headed the reformist 
wing. During the First World 
War was a_ social-chauvinist 
and a member of a bourgeois 
ministry.—214 

Blanqui, Auguste (1805-1881)- 
French revolutionary, Utopian 
Communist.—124 

Bogdanov, A. A. (known, too, as 
Maximov) -literary pseudonym 
of A. A. Malinovsky (1873- 
1928), a prominent Social- 
Democrat, philosopher, publi- 
cist. 

During the years of reac- 
tion was one of the founders 
of otzovism-ultimatumism. Or- 
ganiser of the Otzovist anti- 
Party school at Capri, and 
later leader of the otzovist 
Vperyod group. Tried to revise 
the Marxist philosophy, replac- 
ing it by the subjective-ideal- 
ist philosophy of Mach and 
Avenarius. Was expelled from 
the Party by the RS.D.LP. 
Conference held in Prague. 
Subsequently gave up political 
activity.—53, 54, 91 
Bogdanov, B. O. (b. 1884)- 
Social-Democrat, Menshevik 
liquidator.—137-140 
Brentano, Lujo  (1844-1931)- 
German bourgeois economist, 
advocate of so-called “state 


socialism”, tried to prove that 
social equality was possible 
within the bounds of capital- 
ism through reforms and rec- 
onciliation of the interests of 
the capitalists and workers. 
Brentano and his followers 
used Marxist phrases in an 
attempt to subordinate the 
working-class movement to 
the interests of the bourgeoi- 
sie.—121, 123 


Bulgakov, S. N. (1871-1944)- 


bourgeois economist, idealist 
philosopher. After the 1905 
Revolution he joined the 
Cadets. For his counter-revo- 
lutionary activity he was ex- 
pelled from the country; while 
abroad conducted hostile prop- 
aganda against the U.S.S.R.- 
121 


Bulkin, F. A. (b. 1888)~a St. Pe- 


tersburg proletarian, Social- 
Democrat, Menshevik. After 
1907 joined the liquidators. 
After the October Revolution 
broke with the Mensheviks 
and joined the Bolshevik 
Party.—274 


Bulygin, A. G. (1851-1919)- 


Minister of the Interior in 
1905, author of the unimple- 
mented Bill on the State 
Duma, that was published on 
August 6, 1905,-124, 131, 287 


Cc 


Cherevanin, N.-—pseudonym of 


F. A. Lipkin (1868-1938)- 
Menshevik publicist, was a 
liquidator in the years of 
reaction (1908-12).—38, 40, 69, 
275, 308 


Chkheidze, N. S. (1864-1926)- 


Georgian Social-Democrat, 
Menshevik, Deputy in the 
Third and Fourth Dumas. Was 
a Centrist during the First 
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World War. After the February 
Revolution in 1917 supported 
coalition with the bourgeoisie. 
In 1918 was Chairman of the 
Constituent Assembly in Geor- 
gia, where a Menshevik gov- 
ernment was then in power. 
In 1921 went abroad.—308 
Cunow, Heinrich (1862-1936)— 
one of the theoreticians of 
revisionism in the German 
Social-Democratic movement. — 
304 


D 


Dan, F. I.-pseudonym of 
F. I. Gurvich (1871-1947)-one 
of the leaders of the Menshe- 
viks. During the years of 
reaction (1908-12) was a liqui- 
dator. After the October Revo- 
lution opposed Soviet rule. 
Left the country.—38, 46, 49, 
64, 67, 71, 165, 239, 249, 250, 
256, 259 

Dnevnitsky, P. N.—pseudonym 
of F. O. Tsederbaum (b. 1883)- 
publicist, Social-Democrat, 
Menshevik. During the years 
of reaction opposed liquida- 
tionism, contributed to Ple- 
khanov’s Dnevnik  Sotsial- 
Demokrata. In 1910-12 contri- 
buted to the Bolshevik Zvezda 
and Pravda. After the October 
Revolution opposed Soviet 
power.—170 

Dumbadze, I. A. (1851-1916)— 
reactionary tsarist general. As 
Officer-in-Command of the city 
of Yalta was _ particularly 
ruthless and brutal in his 
treatment of the population.— 
184 


E 


El-pseudonym of I. I. Luzin 
(died c. 1914)-Menshevik, 


supporter of the idea of a 
“labour congress’’.~10 
Engels, F. (1820-1895).—73 


F 


Frank, Ludwig  (1874-1914)-— 
lawyer, member of the Ger- 
man Social-Democratic Party. 
A leading opportunist and re- 
visionist.—214 

Frank, S. L. (1877-1950) -idealist 
philosopher, bourgeois econ- 
omist. In 1909 contributed to 
the Cadet counter-revolution- 
ary symposium Vekhi. In 
1922 was expelled from the 
country.—121 


G 


Gegechkori, Y. P. (b. 1879)- 
Georgian Social-Democrat, 
member of Third State Duma, 
a Menshevik leader. 

During the years of reaction 
(1908-12) was a liquidator. In 
1918-21 was an active member 
of the Menshevik government 
in Georgia. Became a white- 
guard émigré.~182, 184 

Georg-—see Levitsky. 

Georgy-pseudonym of B. S. 
Tseitlin (1879-1920) —writer, 
prominent Menshevik liqui- 
dator.—69 

Gorsky, A.-pseudonym of A. E. 
Dyubua (b. 1881)~Menshevik 
liquidator. After the October 
Revolution opposed the Bol- 
sheviks and the Soviets. In 
1922 became an émigré.—274 

G.R.-see Levitsky. 

Gredeskul, N. A. (b. 1864)- 
Professor of law, a Cadet 
Party leader.—208, 220 

Grigory—see Zinoviev. 

Guchkov, A. I. (1826-1936)—a big 
industrialist, one of the found- 
ers of the Octobrist Party; 
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was Chairman of the Third 
State Duma. 

In 1917 was War and Navy 
Minister of the bourgeois 
Provisional Government. After 
the October Revolution went 
abroad.-—23, 180, 208 


I 


I.-see Innokenty. 

Igorev, I.-pseudonym of B. I. 
Gorev (b. 1874)-Social-Demo- 
crat, Bolshevik, joined the 
Mensheviks in 1907. Was an 
active liquidator during the 
years of reaction. After the 
February Revolution in 1917 
became a “defencist’’. Left the 
Mensheviks in 1920.—154 

Uyin, V.~see Lenin, V. I. 


Innokenty (or I.)-Party nick- 
name of I. F. Dubrovinsky 
(1877-1913)—prominent profes- 
sional revolutionary, one of 
the organisers and leaders of 
the Bolshevik Party before 
the October Revolution. From 
the Second Party Congress 
onwards adopted a conciliatory 
attitude towards the Menshe- 
viks.—66, 93 

Ivanovsky—pseudonym of I. A. 
Shneierson (1878-1942) ~Social- 
Democrat, Iskra supporter. In 
1905 left the Bolsheviks and 
contributed to Menshevik 
newspapers and magazines. 
Was an advocate of a “labour 
congress”’.-10 

Izgoyev, A. S. (A. S. Lande) 
(b. 1872)-publicist, prominent 
member of the Cadet Party. 
Contributor to the symposium 
Vekhi. In 1922 engaged in 
counter-revolutionary activity, 
for which he was expelled 
from the country.-121, 163, 
273 


J 


Jaurés, Jean (1859-1914) -promi- 


nent leader of the French and 
international socialist move- 
ment. Founder and editor of 
L’Humanité, he was an active 
fighter against militarism. He 
considered that socialism 
alone would once and for all 
end wars and colonial oppres- 
sion. However, he thought 
that socialism would be victo- 
rious as a result not of class 
struggle, but of the develop- 
ment of democratic ideas. 
Lenin severely criticised the 
reformist views of Jaurés. On 
the eve of the First World War 
he was murdered by a mer- 
cenary assassin sent by the 
militarists.—91, 214 


K 


Karaulov, V. A. (1854-1910)— 


Cadet, Deputy in the Third 
State Duma.-—163 


Kautsky, Karl  (1854-1938)— 


prominent theoretician of the 
German Social-Democratic 
Party and the Second Interna- 
tional. From the First World 
War (1914-18) onwards, aban- 
doned Marxism and became a 
renegade. Was the ideologist 
of Centrism. After the October 
Revolution openly came out 
against the proletarian revo- 
lution and the dictatorship of 
the working class, opposed 
Soviet power.—127, 303, 304 


Khvostov, A. N. (1872-1918)- 


leading Monarchist, headed 
the Rights in the Fourth 
State Duma.-214 


Kolb, Wilhelm (1870-1918)—jour- 


nalist, German Social-Demo- 
crat, revisionist. During the 
First World War was a social- 
imperialist.—214 
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Koltsov, D. {alias L. Sedov, and 
L.S.)—pseudonym of B. A. Gins- 
burg (1863-1920). A prominent 
Menshevik, he joined the 
liquidators during the years 
of reaction.—69, 250, 251, 256, 
260, 270 

Kossovsky, V.—pseudonym of 
M. Y. Levinson (1870-1941)-a 
journalist, Social-Democrat, 
one of the founders of the 
Bund; during the years of 
reaction was a_ liquidator.- 
259 

Kramolnikov, G. I. (b. 1880)- 
Bolshevik, professional revolu- 
tionary. In 1907 became a 
liquidator. Joined the Com- 
munist Party again in 1919.- 
69 

K, St.-J. V. Stalin (1879-1953). - 
96 

Kuprianov, B. V.-see Lenin, V. 1. 

Kuskova, Y. D. (1869-1958) —bour- 
geois publicist, prominent 
representative of Economism 
in the ranks of Russian Social- 
Democracy; after the October 
Revolution she came _ out 
against the Soviet Govern- 
ment.-—12, 261 


L 


Larin, Y.—pseudonym of M. A. 
Lurye (1882-1932)—writer and 
economist; veteran  Social- 
Democrat, Menshevik; during 
the years of reaction was a 
liquidator. 

After the February Revolu- 
tion (1917) joined the Men- 
shevik Left wing, and then 
the Bolshevik Party. Occupied 
Party and administrative 
posts.—10, 11, 165-168, 170- 
172, 183, 184, 220, 259 

Lassalle, Ferdinand (1825-1864) - 
leading figure in the Ger- 
man working-class movement. 


Founder of the German Work- 
ers’ Union. On a number of 
issues took an opportunist 
stand, for which he was 
severely criticised by Marx 
and Engels.—73 

Lenin-Ulyanov, V. I.-or V. Ilyin 
and B. V. Kuprianov (1870- 
1924).—8, 74, 80, 93, 136, 151, 
152, 251, 268 

Levitsky, V. (or G.R., and Georg) 
—pseudonym of V. O. Tseder- 
baum (b. 1883)—writer, promi- 
nent Menshevik liquidator. 
After the October Revolution 
opposed the Soviet rule.—69, 
123, 137, 138, 139, 140, 164, 
172, 220, 224, 225, 239, 250, 
264, 266, 267, 276 

Lieber~pseudonym of M. I. 
Goldman (1880-1937)—promi- 
nent member of the Bund, 
Menshevik.-154 

Liebknecht, Wilhelm (1826-1900) 
~-one of the founders and 
leaders of the German Social- 
Democratic movement and the 
Second International. A friend 
.and comrade of Marx and 
Engels.—73, 169 

L.M.-see Martov, L. 

L.S.—see Koltsov, D. 

Luxemburg, Rosa (1871-1919) — 
distinguished figure in the 
German and Polish working- 
class movements and_ the 
Second International. One of 
the founders of the Commu- 
nist Party of Germany. Took 
a wrong stand on a number 
of theoretical and political 
questions. Along with Karl 
Liebknecht was assassinated 
in 1919 by German counter- 
revolutionaries.—127, 128, 135, 
283, 296 


M 


MacDonald, James Ramsay 


(1866-1937)-British politician, 
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one of the founders and 
leaders of the Labour Party. 
Was Prime Minister several 
times.—183, 214 

Makarov, A. A. (1857-1919)- 
extreme monarchist, close as- 
sociate of Prime Minister Sto- 
lypin. Famous for his notori- 
ous phrase: ‘So it was, so it 
will be’, uttered in the State 
Duma in answer to a question 
on the Lena shootings.—214 

Maklakov, V. A. (b. 1870)~land- 
owner, leading Moscow 
lawyer, member of the Second, 
Third and Fourth State 
Dumas, Right-wing Cadet. 
After the October Revolution 
became a whiteguard émi- 
gré—273 

Mark-pseudonym of A. I. Lyu- 
bimov (1879-1919) —Social- 
Democrat. After the Second 
Congress of the Russian Social- 
Democratic Labour Party took 
a conciliatory attitude towards 
the Mensheviks. After the 
October Revolution gave up 
political activity.~190 

Markov, N. Y. (b. 1876)—big 
landowner, rabid monarchist. 
A leader of Black Hundreds. 
Member of the Third and 
Fourth State Dumas. 

After the February (1917) 
Revolution went abroad, where 
he was an active member of 
monarchist organisations. —176, 
178 

Martov, L. (or L.M.)—pseudonym 
of Y. O. Tsederbaum (1873- 
1923)—a Menshevik leader. At 
the Second Congress of the 
R.S.D.L.P. headed the oppor- 
tunist minority, and from then 
on was one of the most prom- 
inent Menshevik ideologists 
and publicists. 

During the years of reaction 
supported the liquidators. 


After the October Revolution 
came out against the Soviet 
Government. Became an 
émigré in 1920.—38, 49, 64, 
66, 70, 71, 74, 77, 78, 83, 84, 
88, 89, 91, 93, 118, 119-121, 
123, 124, 126-131, 135, 139, 
155, 165, 170, 171, 173, 206, 
239, 250, 274, 284 

Martynov, A. S. (1865-1935)- 
theoretician and leader of 
Economism, one of the ideolo- 
gists of Menshevism. Was a 
liquidator during the years 
of reaction. Abandoned Men- 
shevism in 1919 and became 
a member of the Russian 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
in 1923.-38, 64, 71, 74, 91, 
239, 250, 275, 289 

Marx, Karl (1818-1883).—73, 120, 
121, 128, 265, 269 

Maslov, P. P. (1867-1946) -Social- 
Democrat, economist and pub- 
licist. After the Second Con- 
gress of the R.S.D.L.P., joined 
the Mensheviks. Maslov’s revi- 
sionist views on the agrarian 
question were criticised by 
Lenin. 

After the October Revolution 
was a member of the Academy 
of Sciences of the U.S.S.R.- 
49, 120 

Maximov, 
nov, A. A. 

Mayeusky-see Yevg. Ha-az. 

Mehring, F. (1846-1919)-—distin- 
guished representative of the 
Left wing of German Social- 
Democracy, literary critic, 
historian and publicist. One 
of the founders of the Com- 
munist Party of Germany.— 
121 

Mikhail—pseudonym of I. A. Isuv 
(1878-1920)-—writer, prominent 
Menshevik; was a liquidator 
during the years of reaction. 
After the October Revolution 


N.-see Bogda- 
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worked in the Museum of 
Labour in Moscow.-—70, 71, 83, 
85, 109, 110, 133, 155, 189, 197 

Mikhailova Nat.—pseudonym of 
R.S. Halberstadt (1877-1940)-a 
Menshevik liquidator. After 
the October Revolution she 
gave up political activity.—69 

Milyukov, P. N. (1859-1943)- 
historian, Russian liberal 
leader, head of the Cadet 
Party. Ideologist of the Rus- 
sian imperialists during the 
First World War. Became 
Minister of Foreign Affairs in 
the first Provisional Govern- 
ment. Inspired counter-revolu- 
tionary actions against the So- 
viet Republic. Became a white- 
guard émigré.-—96, 180, 260 

Mirov-see Vadim. 

Muranov, M. K. (1873-1959)-— 
worker, fitter by trade, profes- 
sional revolutionary, old Bol- 
shevik, member of the Fourth 
State Duma, represented the 
workers of Kharkov Gubernia. 
After the October Revolution 
occupied high Soviet and 
Party posts.—260, 262, 263 

Muromtsev, S. A. (1850-1910) ~ 
lawyer, prominent Cadet, 
Chairman of the First State 
Duma. —200 


P 


Peshekhonov, A. V. (1867-1933)— 
Zemstvo statistician, Narodnik 
publicist, an organiser of the 
Popular Socialist Party. 

In 1917 was Minister of Food 
in Kerensky’s bourgeois gov- 
ernment. After the October 
Revolution was expelled from 
the country for his counter- 
revolutionary activities. —8, 
139, 212, 222, 255, 258 

Petrova—pseudonym of L. N. 
Radchenko (b. 1871)—Menshe- 


vik. She joined the liquidators 
during the period of reaction. 
Later left the Menshevik 
Party. ~69 


Petrov the Third, K. M. (b. 1877) 


—printing worker, member of 
the Third State Duma from 
Perm Gubernia. A Trudovik, 
member of the Commission on 
Labour.-182, 184 


Plekhanov, G. V. (1856-1918) — 


philosopher, critic, publicist. 
One of the founders of Rus- 
sian Social-Democracy, distin- 
guished _theoretician, and 
propagandist of Marxism, 
prominent figure in the inter- 
national working-class move- 
ment. 

One of the editors of Iskra. 
Became a Menshevik after the 
Second Congress of the 
R.S.D.L.P. During the years of 
reaction headed the group of 
“‘pro-Party Mensheviks’” who 
opposed the liquidators. 

During the imperialist war 
of 1914-18 was a social- 
chauvinist. After the February 
Revolution he became leader 
of the extreme Right wing of 
the Mensheviks.-7, 12, 30, 
38, 40, 41, 45-51, 54, 56, 67, 
68, 69, 71, 73, 74, 84, 103, 109, 
110, 113, 136, 153, 157, 188, 
189, 206, 216, 217, 218, 219, 
223, 245, 260, 275, 291, 304, 
310 


Portugalov, V. V. (b. 1874)- 


Social-Democrat, Menshevik, 
left the Social-Democrats to 
join the Cadets, contributed to 
bourgeois newspapers. Later, 
while living in emigration, 
he contributed to whiteguard, 
counter-revolutionary news- 
papers.-9 


Potresov, A. N. (1869-1934)-a 


Menshevik leader. Led the 
Right wing of the Menshevik 
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liquidators during the years 
of reaction. After the October 
Revolution became a_ white- 
guard émigré.—38, 40, 41, 48, 
49, 50, 74, 108, 109, 110, 111, 
115, 116, 120, 133, 134, 137, 
138, 139, 140, 152, 154, 172, 
183, 191, 239, 249, 250, 308 
Prokopovich, S, N. (1871-1955)— 
an economist by profession, 
one of the first Russian revi- 
sionists, Later became a libe- 
ral. 

In 1917 occupied ministerial 
posts in the bourgeois Keren- 
sky government. Was expelled 
from the U.S.S.R. for anti- 
Soviet activity.-12, 183, 261 
Purishkevich, V. M. (1870-1920) 
-big landowner, rabid reac- 
tionary. Founded reactionary 
organisations to fight the rev- 
olutionary movement. A 
leading organiser of counter- 
revolution in Soviet Russia 
during the years of foreign 
military intervention.—23, 176- 
180, 214, 248 


R 


R-kov, N.-pseudonym of N. A. 
Rozhkov (1868-1927)—Russian 
historian. Became a Bolshevik 
in 1905, a member of the 
C.c. of the R.S.D.L.P. and 
participant in the Fourth and 
Fifth congresses of the Party. 
In 1911 left the Bolsheviks and 
joined the liquidators. After 
the October Revolution aban- 
doned political activity and 
engaged in scientific work.~ 
174-185, 224 
Roman-—pseudonym of K. M. 
Yermolayev (1884-1919) —-prom- 
inent Menshevik liquidator. 
After the October Revolution 
opposed the Soviets.—69, 70, 
71, 85, 109, 110, 133, 155, 189, 
197 


Romul-pseudonym of M. L. 
Heisin (1871-1924) - writer, 
prominent Menshevik _ liqui- 
dator.—69 

Ryazanov, D. B. (1870-1938)— 
publicist, Russian Social-Dem- 
ocrat. Took part in publishing 
many Russian and German 
Party works. During the First 
World War was a Centrist. 
After the February Revolution 
(1917) joined the Bolshevik 
Party. In 1931 was expelled 
from the C.P.S.U.(B.) for assist- 
ing the counter-revolutionary 
activity of the Mensheviks.- 
289 


Ss 


S-pseudonym of Sylvester Jib- 
ladze (1859-1922)—prominent 
Georgian Menshevik liquida- 
tor.—46, 47, 48 

Savin, A.-pseudonym of A. B. 
Shimanovsky (b. 1878)—mem- 
ber of the Socialist-Revolution- 
ary Party, writer. Became a 
liquidator in 1908.-—206 

Scheidemann, Philipp (1865- 
1939)-a leader of the Right 
opportunist wing of German 
Social-Democracy. In 1919 was 
head of the German bourgeois 
government, ruthlessly fought 
the working-class movement. 
-303 

Schwartz (Elias, K. Y.) (b. 1886) 
-Lettish Social-Democrat, liq- 
uidator.—190 

Sedov, L.-see Koltsov. 

Semkousky, S. (b. 1882)-Social- 
Democrat, Menshevik. During 
the years of reaction wrote for 
the liquidationist press.—25 

Shchedrin-pseudonym of M. Y. 
Saltykov (1826-1889) — great 
Russian satirist, revolutionary 
democrat.—287 

Shcheglo, V. A.-pseudonym of 
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V. A. Heisina (ob. 1878)~a 
Social-Democrat, a Menshevik. 
~10 

Solomonov-pseudonym of S. I. 
Portugeis—Menshevik _ liqui- 
dator. After the October Revo- 
lution became a whiteguard 
émigré. In his books and arti- 
cles slandered the Soviet Union. 
~69 

Sombart, Werner (1863-1941)- 
German bourgeois economist 
and sociologist.—121, 123 

Stolypin, P. A. (1862-1911)—big 
landowner, Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers in 1906- 
11, Extreme reactionary. His 
name is connected with the 
defeat of the 1905-07 revolu- 
tion and the period of Black- 
Hundred reaction that fol- 
lowed.—22, 24, 28, 154, 155, 
169, 172, 186, 259 

Struve, P. B. (1870-1944) -writer, 
politician, who swung over 
from Marxism to monarchism. 
In the 1890s was leader of the 
“legal Marxists’. At the out- 
set of the twentieth century 
abandoned Marxism altogether 
and joined the liberal camp. 
Later was a Right-wing Cadet. 

After the October Revolution 

inspired and participated in 
whiteguard action against the 
Soviets.-121, 137, 140, 163, 
184, 254, 255, 258, 273, 306, 
307 

Stidekum, Albert (1871-1944)- 
German Social-Democrat, revi- 
sionist. During the First World 
War was a social-chauvinist. 
In 1918-20 was Finance Minis- 
ter of Prussia.-—303 


S.V.-Volsky, S. (b. 1880)-Social- 
Democrat, writer. Became a 
Bolshevik in 1903; in 1908-09 
was leader of the Otzovists.— 
205 


T 


T-see Tyszka, Léon. 

Tolmachov, I. N. (b. 1863)- 
Governor of the city of Odessa 
from 1907 to 1911. A rabid 
reactionary. —184 

Tolstoi, Lev Nikolayevich (1828- 
1910)-great Russian writer.— 
112, 200 


Treshchenkov, N. V. (1875-1915) 
-—gendarme officer, who direct- 
ed the shooting down of 
workers at the Lena gold 
mines in April 1912.-214 


Trotsky, L. D. (Bronstein) (1879- 
1940)~—bitter enemy of Lenin- 
ism, he waged a desperate 
struggle against Lenin on all 
questions of the theory and 
practice of the socialist revo- 
lution. During the years of 
the First World War he was 
a Centrist. Joined the Bolshe- 
vik Party on the eve of the 
October Revolution, but con- 
tinued his factional activity. In 
1918 opposed the conclusion 
of the Brest-Litovsk Treaty. In 
1920-21 opposed Lenin’s policy 
on the trade unions and the 
trade union movement. In 
1923 was the leader of the op- 
position that fought the gen- 
eral Party line. The Commu- 
ist Party exposed Trotskyism 
as a petty-bourgeois deviation 
in the Party and routed it 
ideologically and organisation- 
ally. In 1927 Trotsky was ex- 
pelled from the Party. In 1929 
he was deported from the 
country for his anti-Soviet 
activity and was then deprived 
of Soviet citizenship.—13, 74, 
75, 76, 81, 85, 86, 91, 92, 100, 
111, 113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 122, 
123, 124, 133-136, 152, 188-190, 
204, 209, 212, 214, 223, 224, 225, 
248, 252, 275, 280-289, 291 
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Tyszka, Léon (or T.)—pseudonym Yezhov (Avgustovsky)—pseudo- 


of Jogiches (1867--1919) ~prom- 
inent figure in the Polish 
and German’ working-class 
movements, fought along with 
Rosa Luxemburg against op- 
portunism in the German So- 
cial-Democratic movement.— 
93, 190 


Vv 


Vadim (or Mirov)—pseudonym 
of V. K. Ikov (b. 1882)-Social- 
Democrat, Menshevik. Was a 
liquidator during the years of 
reaction.—10, 69 

Vandervelde, Emile (1886-1938) 
~one of the leaders of the 
opportunist wing of the Bel- 
gian Labour Party and the 
Second International. From 
1900 to 1914 was Chairman of 
the International Socialist 
Bureau in Brussels. Was one 
of the chief inspirers of Euro- 
pean reformism and opportun- 
ism and was opposed to revo- 
lutionary methods of struggle. 
At the beginning of the First 
World War became a member 
of a bourgeois government. 
An enemy of the October 
Revolution, he abetted armed 
intervention against Soviet 
Russia.—293, 296 

Vlasov, A.—author of article “On 
the Organisational Question”, 
published in the Menshevik 
liquidator newspaper Luch 
No. 109 (195), May 14, 1913. 
-255 


x 


Yevg. Ha-az (Mayevsky)-pseu- 
donym of V. A. Gutousky 
(1875-1918)—prominent Men- 
shevik liquidator. 

After the October Revolu- 
tion waged an active struggle 
against the Soviets.—69, 256 


nym of S. O. Tsederbaum 
(1879-1939) -writer, Menshevik 
Social-Democrat. Was an active 
liquidator during the years of 
reaction.~69, 220, 239, 250 


Yonov (Koigen, F. M.) (1870- 


1923)-Social-Democrat, a lead- 
er, E.C. member of the Bund. 
Adopted a conciliatory atti- 
tude towards the Liquidators. 
When the Bund dissolved, he 
joined the Russian Communist 
Party (Bolsheviks).—78, 80, 82, 
84, 86, 88, 187 


Y. P.-y-pseudonym of Y. A. 


Piletsky (b. 1876)—Menshevik 
liquidator who subsequently 
joined the Bolsheviks.-69 


Yuri-pseudonym of Y. Chatsky 


(b. 1881)-prominent Menshe- 
vik liquidator. After the Octo- 
ber Revolution became an 
émigré and contributed to the 
Menshevik press. Was an 
enemy of the Soviets.-69, 70, 
72, 83, 85, 109, 110, 133, 155, 
189, 197 


Zz 


Zinoviev, G. Y. (Radomyslsky) 


(1883-1936)—joined the Rus- 
sian Social-Democratic move- 
ment in 1901. Repeatedly op- 
posed Lenin and the Party’s 
policy. During the Stolypin 
reaction took a conciliatory 
stand towards the liquidators, 
otzovists and Trotskyites. In 
October 1917 along with 
Kamenev betrayed the secret 
of the Party C.C. decision on 
the armed uprising. In 1925 
was one of the organisers of 
the “New Opposition”, in 
1926 was one of the leaders 
of the anti-Party Trotsky- 
Zinoviev bloc. In 1934 was 
expelled from the Party for 
his anti-Party activity.—66 
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